
THE EXPERIENCE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
IN BUILT AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENTS

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Levi, Daniel Jay

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 24/05/2023 21:30:48

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/281979

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/281979


INFORMATION TO USERS 

This was produced from a copy of a document sent to us for microfilming. While the 
most advanced technological means to photograph and reproduce this document 
have been used, the quality is heavily dependent upon the quality of the material 
submitted. 

The following explanation of techniques is provided to help you understand 
markings or notations which may appear on this reproduction. 

1.The sign or "target" for pages apparently lacking from the document 
photographed is "Missing Page(s)". If it was possible to obtain the missing 
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages. 
This may have necessitated cutting through an image and duplicating 
adjacent pages to assure you of complete continuity. 

2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a round black mark it is an 
indication that the film inspector noticed either blurred copy because of 
movement during exposure, or duplicate copy. Unless we meant to delete 
copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed, you will find a 
good image of the page in the adjacent frame. 

3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photo
graphed the photographer has followed a definite method in "sectioning" 
the material. It is customary to begin filming at the upper left hand corner 
of a large sheet and to continue from left to right in equal sections with 
small overlaps. If necessary, sectioning is continued again—beginning 
below the first row and continuing on until complete. 

4. For any illustrations that cannot be reproduced satisfactorily by 
xerography, photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and 
tipped into your xerographic copy. Requests can be made to our 
Dissertations Customer Services Department. 

5. Some pages in any document may have indistinct print. In all cases we 
have filmed the best available copy. 

University 
Microfilms 

International 
300 N. ZEEB ROAD, ANN ARBOR, Ml 48106 
18 BEDFORD ROW, LONDON WC1 R 4EJ, ENGLAND 



8118456 

LEVI, DANIEL JAY 

THE EXPERIENCE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY IN BUILT AND 
NATURAL ENVIRONMENTS 

The University of Arizona PH.D. 1981 

University 
Microfilms 

International 300 N. Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, MI 48106 



THE EXPERIENCE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY IN 

BUILT AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENTS 

By 

Daniel Jay Levi 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 

For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

1 9  8  1  



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
GRADUATE COLLEGE 

As members of the Final Examination Committee, we certify that we have read 

the dissertation prepared by Daniel Jay Levi ________ 

entitled The experience of environmental quality in built and 

natural environments 

and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement 

for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy . 

/ • ri&u 

Date 

Date 

CM 
Date 

Date / ' LJCi L.C ' 

Date 1 

Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon the 
candidate's submission of the final copy of the dissertation to the Graduate 
College. 

I hereby certify that I have read this dissertation prepared under my 
direction and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 
requirement. 

Dissertation Director Date 



STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial fulfillment of 
requirements for an advanced degree at The University of Arizona and 
is deposited in the University Library to be made available to bor
rowers under rules of the Library. 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable without 
special permission, provided that accurate acknowledgment of source 
is made. Requests for permission for extended quotation from or re
production of this manuscript in whole or in part may be granted by 
the head of the major department or the Dean of the Graduate College 
when in his judgment the proposed use of the material is in the in
terests of scholarship. In all other instances, however, permission 
must be obtained from the author. 

SIGNED: 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

It is impossible to properly thank all of the people who have 

helped me to prepare and complete this study. Guidance, encouragement, 

and support have been given to me from a diverse group of people. My 

committee members, research assistants, and student subjects have cer

tainly contributed. My friends and family are equally as important. 

I can not list all of them, but I must mention one. In so many ways, 

I wish to thank Bill Ittelson. His ability to be both personal and 

inspiring has kept me going throughout this process. 

i i i  



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

LIST OF TABLES vi 

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS vi i 

ABSTRACT vi i i 

INTRODUCTION 1 

A TRANSACTIONAL PERSPECTIVE 7 

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN BUILT AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENTS 18 

PERCEIVED ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY OF BUILT 
AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENTS 24 

THE VALUE OF NATURE 26 

STUDY OUTLINE 29 

STUDY 1 31 

Method 31 
Environments 31 
Subjects 31 
Procedure 31 

Results and Analysis 33 
Discussion 50 

STUDY 2 56 

Objective Versus Subjective Representation 
of the Environment 56 

Method 58 
Environments 58 
Subjects 58 
Procedure 58 

Results and Analysis 59 
Discussion 63 

iv 



V 

TABLE OF CONTENTS — Continued 

Page 

CONCLUSION 66 

APPENDIX A 68 

APPENDIX B 77 

APPENDIX C 82 

APPENDIX D 88 

REFERENCES 91 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1. Mean environmental quality ratings for 
each environment 34 

2. Judgments of belonging and interference with 
the experience of the environment 38 

3. Factor analysis of interview ratings for 
all of the environments 39 

4. Factor analysis of interview ratings for 
the built environments 44 

5. Factor analysis of interview ratings for 
the natural environments 45 

6. Discriminant analysis for high-quality 
natural environments 48 

7. Means of on-site and global slide 
environmental quality ratings 61 

vi 



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS 

Figure Page 

1. The processes entering into the experience of an 
event from a transactional perspective with 
emphasis on the valuing process 12 

vii 



ABSTRACT 

This research project develops a theoretical approach to the 

study of the experience of environmental quality. The approach is 

derived from the transactional perspective of perception and uses the 

concepts of mergence and barriers to explain how people's experience 

of a place relates to their judgment of environmental quality. It 

assumes that people value environments which facilitate positive emo

tional experiences and that the judgment of environmental quality is 

related to the potentialities of the environment to provide a context 

for valued experiences. The implications of this theory are discussed 

with regard to the differences between the experience of built versus 

natural environments, an experiential versus value system approach to 

environmental quality, and the value of high quality natural environ

ments. 

The first study used a structured interview to examine people's 

experience and evaluation of high and low quality built and natural 

environments it; the Tucson area. The second study examined the use of 

photographic surrogates for the study of environmental quality by com

paring objective photographs with subjective photographs taken by 

people visiting environments. 

The results support the view that the human valuing process is 

an affective, synthesizing, and concretizing process. The experiential 

viii 



differences between built and natural environments were examined with 

regard to the degree of interrelatedness of the physical, social, and 

functional aspects of the environment. The experiential and value 

system approaches to studying environmental quality were shown to be 

complementary, and some potential problems with the value system ap

proach were examined. The value of high quality natural environments 

was shown to relate to the symbolic, spiritual and experiential meaning 

which people attribute to them. Although there were differences between 

the two methods of photographically simulating environments, both meth

ods were shown to be useful for providing surrogates for the study of 

environmental quality. Overall, this research demonstrated the value 

of a holistic experiential framework for the study of environmental 

quality which helps to unite scientific research with people's experi

ence of the environment. 



INTRODUCTION 

In the past decade, the study of environmental quality has 

expanded rapidly. Today, there is a large volume of research which is 

oriented toward a variety of problems and issues in the field. To a 

large extent, this research has had an applied orientation which has 

addressed specific problems identified by the public or government. 

This rapid expansion and applied orientation has been helpful in 

increasing our understanding of environmental quality and dealing with 

society's environmental problems, but at the same time it has increased 

our need for conceptual and theoretical frameworks to synthesize 

existing research findings and guide further research. 

The need for a conceptual framework becomes apparent when one 

attempts to define environmental quality. Most researchers avoid this 

question by examining a specific situation where an apparent environ

mental quality problem exists. This practical approach has allowed 

many researchers to assume that an absence of negative impacts on human 

health or resources can be used as the criteria for high environmental 

quality. (This is one way to interpret much of the research presented 

in Thomas, 1971.) 

Although there have been a few attempts to define environmental 

quality in ecological terms which do not include humans (Colwell, 1969; 

McHarg, 1969), most definitions of environmental quality do relate the 

1 
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environment to humans: their activities, purposes, and values. The 

reason for this is that quality implies a valuing process with humans 

as the valuing agents (Milbrath and Sahr, 1975; Rolston, 1975), and 

ecology implies a systemic interaction which unites humans wvth all 

aspects of the environment (Shepard, 1969). Beyond this agreement the 

definition of environmental quality varies depending on the background 

of the researcher and the type of problem being studied. 

The study of environmental quality has been divided into 

"objective" environmental quality (which is usually referred to as 

environmental quality) and perceived environmental quality. This divi

sion was made primarily for academic (the existence of separate depart

ments) and legal (various government laws and regulations) reasons, 

and has tended to confuse and hinder progress on the development of the 

concept. Research on "objective" environmental quality is generally 

done by physical and biological scientists who have a legal framework 

which defines the relevant issues for them. It usually refers to the 

environmental aspects of the person/environment transaction which 

affect people's health or resources. In this research, health is usu

ally defined in the contemporary Western medical sense as the absence 

of disease or physiological disruption of the activities of the body 

(Thomas, 1971). Resources are usually defined as the things (and some

times functions) in the environment which are used in the economic 

system (National Academy of Sciences and National Academy of Engineer

ing, NAS-NAE, 1975). 
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When the detrimental aspects of the environment are immediately 

perceivable or when their impact is not measurable by physical and bio

logical scientists, then the issue is part of the study of perceived 

environmental quality. Unfortunately, this distinction between "objec

tive" environmental quality and perceived environmental quality has 

led to the view that perceived environmental quality is the study of 

the less real and relatively unimportant aspects of environmental 

quality. Theoretically and operationally, the division of environmental 

quality is unclear and arbitrary, and both concepts suffer from a lack 

of theoretical development. 

Perceived environmental quality is usually measured in one of 

two ways: preferences or comparative appraisals (Craik and Zube, 1976). 

Both of these procedures have problems because of the lack of a defi

nition of perceived environmental quality. For preferences, the issue 

is the relationship between preferences and perceived environmental 

quality. Comparative appraisals involve specifying the dimensions of 

perceived environmental quality and how they combine. 

Not only has the study of environmental quality been divided, 

but the environment has also been divided. With the exception of the 

overall environmental quality index developed by the National Wildlife 

Federation (1980), the scientific analytic approach has divided the 

environment into a number of units and studied each one separately. 

Rather than being based on some theoretical framework, these divisions 

reflect particular pollution problems, academic disciplines, or govern

ment regulations. The NAS-NAE (1975) report on environmental indices 



has noted that these divisions can not be systematically joined to 

portray the whole environment. 

One important example of this division of the environment is 

the distinction between built and natural environments. There are two 

separate bodies of scientific literature which have little overlap. 

(For example, note the separate collections of research in the natural 

and built environments sections of Craik and Zube, 1976.) These are 

separate issues with different factors affecting them and rarely does 

environmental quality seem to be the same concept between them. The 

only time the built and natural environments are consider together is 

in regional studies such as Zube (1976) where problems with studying 

forests, rural areas, and urban areas together were noted, or in factor 

studies such as air and water quality research (Inhaber, 1976) where 

the distinction often appears to be not relevant. 

Another conceptual problem created by the applied oriented, 

analytic approach is its "negative" perspective toward environmental 

quality. This has been caused by an emphasis on the deterioration of 

environmental quality. Rather than studying high quality environments 

in order to learn how to enhance environmental quality, most environ

mental quality researchers assume that normal environments are good, 

and their task is to discover the things which decrease environmental 

quality. Even the national report on environmental quality (Council 

of Environmental Quality, CEQ, 1970) leads one to believe that environ

mental quality is the absence of pollution or things which adversely 

affect health. Only the perceived environmental quality research has 



5 

examined the positive side, and even it is often oriented toward 

examining factors which decrease environmental quality. 

One of the implications of this negative bias is a poorly formed 

conception of environmental quality. The study of natural environments 

is a good example of this. Numerous studies have examined factors (such 

as air, water, toxic substances, etc.) which decrease the environmental 

quality of natural environments. On the positive side, only esthetics, 

recreation, and biomass production have been studied. However, are 

these the main or only factors which make natural environments valuable 

to people? What about the biological functions and services which 

natural environments provide (Westman, 1977)? What about self-renewal 

and other psychological and spiritual benefits of nature which have 

been a motivating force in the preservation of natural environments at 

least since the American Transcendentalist movement? 

The lack of an agreed upon definition of environmental quality, 

the arbitrary divisions of both environmental quality and the environ

ment, and the negative bias in the environmental quality research has 

hampered the development of the concept of environmental quality. In 

order to deal with these problems, there is a need to develop holistic 

theoretical frameworks which allow the various methodologies and ap

proaches to environmental quality to be compared and synthesized. These 

theoretical frameworks can also be used to help direct both basic and 

applied research by noting problems with existing research, exposing 

implicit underlying assumptions which may be detrimental, resolving the 
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differences between apparently incommensurable approaches, and posing 

conceptually relevant questions. 



A TRANSACTIONAL PERSPECTIVE 

One approach to the development of a holistic theoretical 

framework is to use the transactional perspective. This perspective 

has been elaborated by a number of theorists (Ittelson, 1973; Ittelson 

and Cantril, 1954; Tibbetts, 1972; Tibbetts and Esser, 1973; Unseld, 

1975) and has been used in the study of perception and environmental 

psychology. Although the transactional perspective examines the human 

valuing process and its relationship to value systems and judgments, 

it has not been applied to the study of environmental quality. 

The underlying assumption of the transactional perspective is 

that the experience of the environment and environmental quality is 

determined by the transaction between the individual and the environ

ment. The term transaction is used rather than interaction to note 

that people and their environment are mutually dependent systems. The 

main unit of analysis of this perspective is the experience or event 

which is always situation specific and is primarily affected by the 

attributes of the situation which are salient to the individual at the 

time. For any situation, there are a large number of potential attri

butes which may be salient. 

Individuals enter the situation with a background formed by 

their general and specific biological dispositions, their past experi

ences with the environment, and their society and culture (Berger and 
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Luckmann, 1966). A person is never a passive observer of the environ

ment. Perception is a future-oriented process performed by an active 

agent in a person/environment transaction. Because of this, one must 

always examine individuals' purposes or functional orientation. Their 

purposes will not only affect their overt actions, but how they per

ceive, symbolize, and attribute meaning from their experience of the 

environment. 

In order to discuss the person/environment transaction, language 

forces one to make distinctions and abstractions which reify or create 

"things" to discuss processes (Whitehead, 1925). This is necessary, 

but one must be aware that these distinctions and abstractions are arbi

trary and can create difficulties. Even the distinction between the 

individual and environment is arbitrary and can create problems. All 

boundary distinctions in a system are arbitrary (Laszlo, 1972). Biolo

gists note that individuals are an environment for the organisms which 

comprise them (Thomas, 1974). Ecologists note the inability to separate 

people from the ecosystem (Shepard, 1969). Although individuals often 

view their skin as the boundary between their self and the environment, 

this phenomenological separation is not an immediate given, but a 

construction formed by human activity on the environment (Ittelson, 

1975). The experienced boundary between the self and environment varies, 

depending upon the situation. 

Another distinction is the difference between the physical and 

social environment. Although it may be easy to conceptualize this dis

tinction, Bechtel (1976) has noted that no stimulus from the physical 



environment can reach an individual without being filtered through the 

social sphere. Barker's (1968) concept of the behavior setting defines 

the physical and social environments as inseparately together. 

A third distinction which can create problems is the one be

tween the built and natural environment. What is unnatural about a 

built environment? Does a building in a forest make the area a built 

environment? Does air pollution or lumbering make the forest person-

made? Does landscaping make a built environment natural? Why does age 

and weathering make a built environment appear more natural? Although 

people can rate objects along a naturalness dimension (Levi and Cooper, 

1979), the distinction for environments appears to be more difficult. 

From a transactional perspective, the distinction is relative, but 

meaningful if it affects the way people perceive and act on their 

environment (Ittelson, 1975). The research on environmental quality 

makes this distinction, but not without difficulties such as those noted 

by Zube (1974). 

One of the issues which should be noted from this transactional 

perspective is the relatedness of phenomena and the need to be aware of 

attributes of the situation which limit generalizibility. Throughout 

this study, the subjects will be Americans who live in Tucson in 1980. 

Although this seems obvious, a historical perspective is necessary in 

the behavioral/social sciences (Gergen, 1979). This will have impor

tant implications on the experienced differences between the built and 

natural environments. 
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As Nash (1967) has noted, the concept of nature and wilderness 

has changed throughout American history. Contemporary Americans usu

ally prefer natural more than built environments (Kaplan, Kaplan, and 

Wendt, 1972). Americans, compared to Europeans, generally have a nega

tive attitude toward cities and built environments (Saarinen, 1976). 

A more important issue is that most of these people have been raised 

in urban environments. They are more familiar with the built environ

ment and have had more experiences acting with it. This has important 

implications on the ways they perceive and act on built and natural 

environments (Ittelson, Franck, and O'Hanlan, 1976). A lack of famili

arity may affect people's activities and appreciation of the environ

ment because of the need to orient and understand the environment 

before one can feel comfortable being there. 

The transactional perspective is a process-oriented approach 

which emphasizes the need to examine all of the salient factors or 

processes that enter into the experience of an event. An individual's 

valuing process is especially important from this perspective because 

it is the qualitative aspect of the perceptual process. As Ames has 

noted (Cantril, 1960), valuing is a concretizing and synthesizing pro

cess which underlies one's affective response to a situation or event. 

This process is influenced by all of the factors which are salient and 

related to an event, especially an individual's assumptions about the 

world, and their value system. People's value systems are their organ

ized cognitive conceptions of their values. Values are the "things" 

abstracted from the valuing process and the ethics of one's society and 
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culture. Value judgments, such as the rating of the perceived environ

mental quality of a place, are relative or comparative judgments made 

with reference to one's value system and emotional experience (see 

Figure 1). 

From a transactional perspective, people value environments 

which facilitate positive emotional experiences. However, the experi

ence of the environment depends on a variety of factors which may not 

be directly related to the environmental quality of the place where 

the event occurs. For example, the satisfaction of an individual's 

purpose in a situation may be more important to their emotional (valu

ing) response than the quality of the place where it occurs. Conse

quently, the judgment of environmental quality, or perceived environ

mental quality, is related to the potentialities of the environment to 

provide a context for valued experiences. 

One way to examine the potential experiences which an environ

ment supports is to look at the variety of types of environmental 

experiences. The experience of an environment can range from the 

complete absorption or mergence with the environment to a detached, 

egocentric perspective where the environment is viewed as completely 

separated from our selves (Krawetz, 1977). Mergence is an experiential 

dimension which refers to the extent and salience of the perceived 

boundaries between an individual and the environment. Another way to 

examine people's experience of the environment is by looking at the 

barriers or psychological defenses they establish to protect themselves 

from the low quality aspects of the environment. The concept of barriers 
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Figure 1. The processes entering into the experience of an event from a trans
actional perspective with emphasis on the valuing process. 
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can also be viewed as the permeability of the experienced boundary 

between the self and the environment. Although the concepts of mer

gence and barriers are related, they provide different ways of looking 

at the relationship between human experience and the environment. 

Because of the variety of human actions and values, perceived 

environmental quality can be viewed as the judgment of the potentiali

ties of the environment for providing a wide range of experiences. A 

high quality environment is an environment which facilitates or is 

capable of supporting valued experiences. From both philosophy (Watts, 

1958) and psychology (Maslow, 1968; Ornstein, 1972), highly valued, 

self-actualizing experiences have been described as being low in bar

riers or psychological defenses and highly merged with the environment. 

A high quality environment does not force a person to merge with it; 

rather, it supports a wide range of environmental experiences. This 

is an important distinction because the ability to perceive oneself as 

separate from the environment is important for human action. The type 

of experiences people have in a high quality environment depends on 

their purposes and actions. A low quality environment provides a 

narrow range of experiences for people. The self/environment relation

ship will tend to be detached and people will establish barriers to 

protect themselves from the environment. Therefore, certain types of 

valued experiences will be limited or constrained by the environmental 

context. 

Using this conceptual framework, Levi, Ittelson, and Black 

(1981) found a number of commonalities among people's descriptions of 
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the factors which influenced their experience of environmental quality. 

The factors which facilitated the experience of high environmental 

quality were: (1) a sense or appreciation of beauty, awe, cleanliness, 

mystery, variety and unity; (2) an awareness that the environment was 

alive, growing and changing, and being in it was comfortable and 

healthy, and (3) a sense of freedom of opportunity to do what they 

wanted and to be themselves. The factors which lead to low environ

mental quality judgments were: (1) a sense of environmental disruption, 

intrusion or contamination which was often due to incompatible uses of 

the environment; (2) the experience of danger, hazard or obstacle which 

made being there uncomfortable, stressful or unhealthy; and (3) the 

feeling of being constrained or limited by the environment both in 

activity and in being oneself. From this analysis, the authors labeled 

the value dimensions underlying the experience of environmental quality 

as beauty, health, and freedom. 

Before elaborating on these dimensions, two things should be 

noted. First, these dimensions are abstractions about people's value 

systems. They are arbitrarily established dimensions which were found 

to be useful in organizing and understanding the reasons people gave 

for their ratings of environmental quality, mergence, and barriers. 

The utility of these dimensions will be examined in this study. 

Second, these dimensions are not independent. Considered to

gether, they appear to underlie the experience of environmental quality 

but the distinctions among them are arbitrary. For example, Kaplan and 

Kaplan (1977) have attempted to show the relationship between the 
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esthetic appreciation of the environment and the sense of health, 

freedom of choice and control of the environment, and mergence or in

volvement with the environment. Defares (1979) has discussed the 

relationship between environmental health effects and a sense of free

dom and control of the environment. Although these dimensions are 

inter-related, they will be manifested in a variety of ways depending 

on the environments, people, temporal factors, and methods used to 

study them. 

Beauty, or esthetics, refers to an individual's cognitive and 

emotional appreciation of the environment. It is a well recognized 

factor in perceived environmental quality research which has been in

tensively studied (Arthur, Daniel, and Boster, 1977). The study of 

environmental esthetics has ranged from perceptual judgments by naive 

raters (Daniel and Boster, 1976) to analyses of esthetic criteria by 

art experts (Laurie, 1975; Litton, 1972). The distinctions between 

preference and esthetic ratings, and whether beauty and ugliness are 

one or two dimensions are examples of some of the unresolved issues in 

this research. 

Rather than the allopathic model used in most environmental 

quality research, health is used here in a more holistic sense which 

does not recognize the self/body dualism of Western medicine (Frank, 

1975; Weil, 1972). Health refers to the sense of psychological and 

physiological well-being. According to Dubos (1978), human health is 

more than biological fitness; it is primarily a measure of people's 

ability to do and become what they want. The relationship between 



health and the environment ranges from negative aspects such as the 

health effects of pollutants, safety and security, stress, and dis

comfort to positive environmental health effects which may include 

facilitating growth, maturation, a sense of well-being, and self-

actual ization. 

Freedom refers to the sense of choice and control over one's 

activities and opportunities, and the ability to be and act according 

to one's self. It includes such topics as the range and convenience 

of facilities, services and opportunities, locus of control and the 

sense of independence. Schellekens (1979) defines perceived environ

mental quality in terms of freedom; i.e., encouragement of use the 

environment for one's purposes and opportunity to discover uses of the 

environment. 

Overall, these three dimensions can be viewed as the underlying 

factors in a variety of studies examining the dimensions of perceived 

environmental quality of both built (Carp, Zawadski, and Shokrkon, 

1976) and natural (Shafer and Mietz, 1969) environments. The air and 

water quality laws can be viewed as preserving the beauty, minimizing 

the adverse health effects, and increasing people's opportunity to use 

the environment. These dimensions are also similar to the values 

Leopold (1966) believed should underlie our ethical approach to land: 

"A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, 

and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends other

wise" (p. 262). 
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This transactional perspective of the experience of environ

mental quality has been developed to explain an individual's experience 

of the environment. It differs from most approaches to perceived 

environmental quality by emphasizing attributes of human experience 

rather than human values. To a large extent, research on perceived 

environmental quality has studied the relationship between human values 

and various characteristics of the environment. This value system 

approach has been useful, but the variety of human values and types of 

environments has created the need for a framework which can be used 

to synthesize the research results. The transactional perspective 

attempts to show the relationship between the experiential and value 

system approaches to environmental quality by examining the valuing 

process. 

One advantage of this perspective is that it is not limited to 

particular types of environments or environmental problems. It can be 

used to explain and examine the experience of environmental quality in 

both built and natural environments. As previously noted, most current 

research uses a structural definition to separate these types of environ

ments, and then either studies them separately or ignores the distinction 

by studying factors which cut across the distinction. The transactional 

perspective assumes that the division between these types of environ

ments is arbitrary, but may be meaningful depending on the individual 

and situation. In order to understand when and why this distinction is 

important, one must examine all of the salient factors in the situation, 

and not just the structural differences between the environments. 



THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN BUILT AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENTS 

What is the difference between built and natural environments 

for the average American? The obvious response is the presence of 

built structures; but even this definition creates some problems. Two 

characteristics of environments are that they lack boundaries, and sur

round an individual (Ittelson, Frank, and O'Hanlan, 1976). When a 

person is inside a building, this distinction appears obvious (unless 

one is in a greenhouse or underground house). But once one is outside 

of a building, what is the dividing line between the built and natural 

environments? How far from the nearest house must one go before being 

in a wilderness? 

For the perception of objects, people can rate the amount of 

naturalness with a reasonable amount of consistency; however, there is 

no clear dividing line between the built and natural (Levi and Cooper, 

1979). The problem is more difficult when considering an environment. 

Levi, Ittelson and Black (1981) found people's definitions of built 

versus natural to be quite varied. A golf course was considered by 

one subject to be a built environment, while another subject felt the 

city of Amsterdam to be a natural environment. 

The purpose of this discussion has been to demonstrate that 

the distinction between built and natural environments depends on the 

individual's perception of the environment, rather than being entirely 

18 
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in the physical attributes of the environment. An individual's per

ception and judgment of the naturalness of an environment depends upon 

the symbols used to interpret and attribute meaning from the environ

ment. This is affected by a variety of factors including the presence 

of socially and culturally mediated symbols, the social environment, 

and an individual's experiences with various kinds of environments. 

For example, to a New Yorker, Central Park is a natural environment; 

but it may not be perceived as one by a rancher from Montana. Another 

factor influencing this judgment is the individual's purpose or func

tional orientation in the environment. 

From a symbolic perspective, the built environment is experi

enced as containing arrays of signs and symbols which can be inter

related and interpreted in a number of ways. Langer (1942) believes 

that because the built environment is filled with signs which overload 

a person's attention, people will only partially attend to the signs, 

become behaviorally oriented, and overlook or ignore the deeper symbols 

and meaning in the environment. This description is similar to the 

stimulus overload effects of cities studied by Milgram (1970) which 

lead to stress reactions, noninvolvement, impersonality, and a tendency 

to ignore all but the most relevant stimuli. 

A city can be subdivided into districts, neighborhoods, blocks, 

and buildings. Each building has a specific meaning related to its 

form, visibility, use and significance (Appleyard, 1969), and within a 

building the rooms have specific functions and meanings. The meanings 

attributed to the various subdivions of the built environment have a 
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high degree of consensus because of the strong influence of society 

and culture on their definition. As Lynch (1960) has noted, cities 

vary in their imageability and clarity of definition of their major 

districts, nodes, boundaries, paths, and landmarks; however, even a 

poorly imageable city has a complex symbolic structure which is known 

to its residents. 

Compared to built environments, the natural environment does 

not generally have a strong socially/culturally defined sign and sym

bolic system which differentiates its parts and shows their inter

relationships. Although a naturalist may be aware of the intricacies 

of the natural ecoystem, the typical urban American does not view 

nature in this way. A person may be able to differentiate among the 

various types of land forms, rocks, animals, and plants, but the dis

tinctions are less important because they usually do not affect an indi

vidual's purpose in the environment. 

The relative absence of clearly defined signs which are relevant 

to human action makes the interpretation of the meaning of the natural 

environment more difficult. Because the interpretation is more diffi

cult, people will tend to deal with the situation on a metaphoric, 

rather than sensory or analytic, level (Oury and Swartwood, 1979). 

Consequently, nature is experienced more hoiistically, as an overall 

symbol rather than a set of interrelated signs and symbols. According 

to Langer (1942), nature is the place of basic symbols, of life symbols 

handed down from early man and mythology. 



The symbolic differences between the built and natural envi

ronment interrelate with the functional differences between them. The 

built environment is perceived as containing specific behavior settings 

which establish appropriate behaviors and functions (Barker, 1968). 

People satisfy their purposes in the environment by going to a particu

lar location which has been established to meet the purpose. A 

particular setting may satisfy a number of purposes, but there are 

physically, socially, and culturally defined areas for satisfying par

ticular purposes. The natural environment is perceived as more func

tionally open. Most of the reasons people have for being in a natural 

environment could be satisfied in almost any area within a natural 

environment. The main limitations to this are the presence of other 

people and the socially defined regulations imposed on the use of the 

environment. Compared to the built environment, the functions which 

a natural environment provide for people depends more on their purposes 

than the atrributes of the environment. 

Another perspective on the differences between built and natural 

environments is the relationship between the social and physical envi

ronment. Built environments are designed for people and their activi

ties, and they are an integral part of the environment. A number of 

researchers (Barker, 1968; Bechtel, 1976; Michelson, 1970) have noted 

that it is impossible to separate the social from the built environ

ment. How could one evaluate the perceived environmental quality of a 

city if the people were removed? People provide life to the built 

environment. 



This is not the case for natural environments. Most of the 

perceived environmental quality research on natural environments exam

ines people's perceptions of the environment without the presence of 

people (Arthur and Boster, 1976). Natural environments have life 

without people, and it is not as difficult to conceptually separate 

the social from the natural environment. 

The social environment is an important factor in people's 

experience of an environment. The presence of other people can add to 

their experience by providing entertainment and through the sharing 

and creating of positive experiences. They can also reduce barriers to 

the experience of the environment by providing security and social 

support for activities. However, the social environment can also have 

a negative impact on the experience of the environment. Other people 

can be a distraction or intrusion which increases barriers and disrupts 

one's experience with the environment. They can constrain the sense of 

freedom to be oneself because of the need to enact a role in the presence 

of others (Levi, Ittelson, and Black, 1981). 

In the built environment, the social environment is accepted 

as a legitimate part of the environment and necessary for the satisfac

tion of the individual's purposes there. In the natural environment, 

most people accept the presence of the social environment because it 

is part of their activities there and it reduces the barriers caused 

by being in an unfamiliar environment. However, there are some people 

who seek out nature in order to be away from the social environment. 

For them, the presence of more than a few people disrupts their 
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experience of the natural environment because it constrains their sense 

of freedom there (Levi, 1979). 

Overall, the surface distinction between built and natural 

environments does not explain why people treat these two types of en

vironments differently. Rather than being defined in terms of the 

things in the environment, this distinction is better viewed as the 

differences in the symbolic structure, functions, and relationship with 

the social environment. 



PERCEIVED ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY OF BUILT 
AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENTS 

Although it is usually assumed that everyone knows the distinc

tion between built and natural environments, the major differences in 

the perceived environmental quality literature relate to functional, 

rather than structural or physical, considerations. The perceived 

environmental quality of built environments emphasizes the various 

functions which people can satisfy there. Freedom of opportunity is 

the major dimension which is construed as the variety, availability, and 

convenience of services and facilities (Marans, 1976; Michael son, 1970). 

Health is also important both in the allopathic sense and with regard to 

issues such as stress, safety and security (Insel and Moos, 1974; 

Milgram, 1970; Saegert, 1976). Although esthetics is an important part 

of the evaluation of architectural projects, esthetics has generally not 

been considered an important component of the perceived environmental 

quality of built environments. 

The natural environment is treated differently in the perceived 

environmental quality literature because it is viewed primarily as a 

place for recreation and preservation. Consequently, esthetics has been 

emphasized as the main factor and has received most of the research 

(Arthur and Boster, 1976; Craik and Zube, 1976). Health has generally 

been ignored because of the allopathic model's emphasis on the negative 

aspects of health. Some outdoor recreation literature does examine the 
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positive health aspects of recreation in natural environments (Frank, 

1975; Scott, 1974). Freedom is considered a minor factor, with emphasis 

on the availability and accessibility of various kinds of natural 

environments and recreation opportunities. The outdoor recreation re

search shows that both freedom of opportunity and to be oneself is an 

important part of the recreation experience (Bultena and Taves, 1961; 

Rossman and Ulehla, 1977). 

This review of the perceived environmental quality literature 

suggests that health and freedom are important in the built environment, 

and beauty is important in the natural environment. However, this per

spective has in many cases been assumed rather than investigated. This 

division is also confounded by the relatively negative emphasis in the 

studies of built compared to natural environments. There are also 

problems with trying to use a structural definition to divide the envi

ronment into types along a naturalness dimension. 

Does the relationship between health, freedom, and beauty, and 

built and natural environments found in the perceived environmental 

quality literature correspond to people's experience of environmental 

quality? Are the concepts of mergence and barriers useful in explain

ing people's judgments of environmental quality? Does an examination 

of the symbolic, functional, and social aspects of the environment help 

to explain the differences between the evaluation of built and natural 

environments? The theoretical framework presented here attempts to 

explain how these various issues interrelate. 



THE VALUE OF NATURE 

The environmental quality literature has tended to ignore the 

positive aspects of the environment. The research examines the factors 

which decrease environmental quality, but does not explain why some 

environments are highly valued. This is especially apparent with regard 

to natural environments. Actions for the preservation and improvement 

of natural areas are usually justified for esthetic and recreation rea

sons, or are related to the economics of preservation (Little, 1975). 

The emotional investment of the supporters for the presertation of 

natural environments seems to be greater than their espoused reasons 

would suggest. 

The history of American attitudes toward nature (Nash, 1967), 

the writings of American Transcendentalists such as Emerson and Thoreau, 

the philosophic writings of conservationists such as Leopold and Muir, 

and the work of humanistic psychologists and philosophers (Maslow, 1968; 

Ornstein, 1972; Scott, 1974; Watts, 1958) suggest a different reason 

for the desire to preserve natural environments. Symbolically, nature 

is open. It allows the self to be projected into the environment and 

thereby encourages the dissolving of the boundaries between the self 

and the environment. Because of this, contact with nature is an emo

tional experience which can provide symbolic meaning to life (Langer, 

1942). The recognition in nature of both self and beyond self helps to 
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define one's individuality and provide a purpose and meaning to life 

(Charter, 1965). The experience of losing one's self in the transac

tion between the self and nature is an example of a "peak" experience, 

a growth experience, a beauty defining experience, a self-actualizing 

experience expressing the freedom to be one's own self in the world, 

or a transcendental experience. Not everyone has a peak experience in 

the natural environment, but American literature repeatedly shows that 

nature is the place where this type of experience is likely to occur. 

The value of examining these rare and extreme types of experi

ences is that it helps to explain why people seek out natural areas to 

recreate (or re-create themselves) and fight so emotionally for their 

preservation. The outdoor recreation literature has noted this spiri

tual experience in the study of wilderness users (Shafer and Meitz, 

1969). The value of these experiences penetrates the individual's every

day world by maintaining the sense of purpose in life (Lowenthal and 

Prince, 1976). Although these kinds of experiences can occur in built 

environments, the experience of contact with nature and life symbols 

helps one to understand our relationship to the natural world and the 

dangers of adapting too far to the demands of society and technology 

(Dubos, 1968; Eisely, 1970). 

It is difficult to demonstrate the importance of peak experi

ences scientifically. Because of the requirement of replication, science 

usually examines the normal and recurring events in the world, rather 

than the rare and peak events. However, the value of nature for most 

people is not as a place to have peak experiences. Rather, the 
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description of peak experiences in nature shows the potential or range 

of high quality experiences which people could have there. The preced

ing discussion suggests that people recreate in high quality natural 

environments in order to be in a place which is functionally and sym

bolically open, rather than functionally and perceptually demanding. 

They want the experience of being part of a world worthy of their appre

ciation, rather than being in environments which encourage the use of 

barriers to their experience. 

From this perspective, a number of hypotheses about the value 

of nature can be made. People value natural environments because they 

facilitate mergence with and minimize barriers to the environment. 

Both beauty and freedom will be important factors in the evaluation of 

natural environments. Compared to built environments, they will be 

viewed as both symbolically and functionally open. This will make the 

appreciation and use of natural environments more dependent on the 

individual's interpretation and desires. 



STUDY OUTLINE 

The theoretical ideas presented here attempt to develop a 

holistic framework which explains the relationship between people's 

valuing process and their experience of environments. The framework 
>* 

uses both experiential variables (mergence and barriers) and abstracted 

values (beauty, health, and freedom) to explain the judgment of envi

ronmental quality. The differences between built and natural environ

ments are examined by discussing the physical, social, functional, and 

symbolic aspects of the environment. This perspective has raised a 

number of issues about the existing approaci. to perceived environmental 

quality, the value of an experiential approach to the study of environ

mental quality, the relationship between experiential and value system 

approaches to environmental quality, the distinction between built and 

natural environments, and the value of natural environments to people. 

In order to examine these issues, this research project took 

people to examples of high and low quality built and natural environ

ments, and interviewed them about their experience of the environment 

and environmental quality. The interview used both an experiential 

and a value system approach to examine the environmental valuing process. 

The design of the first study presented the opportunity to 

examine a related methodological issue in the study of perceived envi

ronmental quality. A number of methods have been used to photographically 

29 



represent environments for studying environmental quality. The sub

jects in this study were asked to photograph the environments they 

visited. These photographs were compared to objective photographs of 

the environments along a number of dimensions in order to examine the 

use of photographic surrogates in the study of perceived environmental 

quality. This methodological study is designated later in this paper 

as Study 2. 



STUDY 1 

Method 

Environments 

Nine outdoor environments were used in this study. Two examples 

of high and low quality built and natural environments and one struc

turally intermediate environment were selected from an area within ten 

miles of Tucson, Arizona. The environments were selected from a list 

obtained by asking students in architecture, environmental psychology, 

and landscape architecture to name three examples of each type of envi

ronment in the Tucson area. Examples of the most frequently suggested 

types of places in each category were used. The following environments 

were used in this study: the high quality built environments were the 

La Placita shopping area and the La Casita townhouse development; the 

low quality built environments were the Rancho Center shopping area and 

the Viewpoint II townhouse development; the high quality natural envi

ronments were Pima Canyon and Finger Rock Canyon; the low quality natural 

environments were an area along the Santa Cruz River north of Grant Road 

and a creosote covered area north of River Road; and the structurally 

intermediate environment was Tahoe Park (see Appendix A1). 

Subjects 

Twenty student volunteers were taken to the study environments 

(see Appendix A2). Each subject visited five environments which included 
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one from each category and the structurally intermediate environment. 

Half of the subjects visited one set of four environments and the other 

half of the subjects visited the other four environments. They were 

taken to the structurally intermediate environment first, and then 

randomly assigned to one of the possible sequences of four environments. 

Each environment was visited by an equal number of male and female sub

jects. 

Procedure 

The subjects were individually taken to each environment and 

instructed to spend about five minutes exploring the place. They were 

given a camera (and operation instructions if necessary) and instructed 

to take three photographs which represented the place to them. They 

were then interviewed in the environment about their experience and 

impressions of the place. This procedure was repeated four times during 

the same day. The five interviews took about four hours to complete. 

The interview consisted of a series of questions and ratings 

(see Appendix A3). The subjects were asked to describe the important 

aspects and symbols of the place and what the place meant to them. They 

were asked to list the functions the place could potentially serve for 

them, whether they felt they belonged in the place, whether other people 

belonged there, and if other people seemed to interfere with their expe

rience of the place. 

A second series of interview questions required the subjects to 

rate their answers on a ten point scale and then explain why they made 

that rating. They were asked to rate their general feelings toward the 
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place, its perceived environmental quality relative to other places 

in the Tucson area, the relative importance of the physical, social, 

and functional aspects of the environment, the naturalness of the envi

ronment, the amount of modification of the environment, their sense of 

mergence with the environment, the barriers they felt trying to experi

ence the place, their sense of beauty, health and freedom, and how 

familiar they were with the environment. For the ratings of beauty, 

health, and freedom, they were also asked to rate the relative impor

tance of each of these factors to their experience of the environmental 

quality of the place. 

Results and Analysis 

The mean ratings for all of the interview ratings and the cor

relations among the variables are presented in Appendix B. Table 1 

presents the mean environmental quality ratings for each of the envi

ronments. An analysis of variance of these environmental quality ratings 

(which will be discussed in detail in Study 2) showed that the high 

quality environments were rated significantly higher than the low 

quality environments, and the natural environments were rated signifi

cantly higher than the built environments. 

Before discussing the results of the interview material and 

analysis of the ratings, some comments on how the subjects dealt with 

the experimental procedure are needed. Although comparing built and 

natural environments on the same set of rating scales may seem difficult, 

most of the subjects seemed to avoid this dilemma. Instead, they judged 

the environment relative to the type of place it was or to their general 



Table 1. Mean environmental quality ratings for each 
environment 

Built Environments 

High Quality 

La Placita 7.2 

La Casita 6.7 

Low Quality 

Rancho Center 2.9 

Viewpoint II 3.1 

Natural Environments 

High Quality 

Pima Canyon 8.9 

Finger Rock Canyon 9.1 

Low Quality 

Santa Cruz River area 3.7 

Creosote area 7.1 

Tahoe Park 6.9 
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feelings about places. Their evaluations seem very place-specific 

rather than oriented toward dimensions of environments. 

The subjects were quite aware that they were visitors to the 

various environments, and often judged the environments as visitors. 

Because they were primarily observers, their responses to the environ

ment emphasized esthetic issues and tended to place reduced importance 

on the function or activities of the environment. This was especially 

true in the built environments where being a visitor was a less normal 

response than in natural environments. 

The interview began with a set of open ended questions which 

were designed to get the people talking about the environment. As part 

of this, they were asked to describe what the environment meant or 

symbolized to them. Although they found this to be difficult, their 

responses provide a good summary of the major issues involved in the 

study. The meaning of the built environments emphasized that the envi

ronments were designed to serve a function for people. The difference 

between high and low quality built environments related primarily to 

esthetic issues beyond function. Low quality environments were described 

as "functional" or "utilitarian only," while the high quality environ

ments were "humanized" and permitted a variety of activities in an 

esthetic surrounding. The function of the environment was a less 

important issue for people in describing the meaning of natural environ

ments. Low quality natural environments were viewed as abused or 

uninteresting with limited activities and esthetic interest. High 

quality environments were seen as providing a variety of activities and 



types of esthetic experiences which were open to individual interpre

tation ("The imagery is rich but not imposing"). The meaning of the 

high quality natural environments was also related to feelings that the 

place had a "life of its own" separate from people's use, the "natural 

affinity" between people and nature, and the spiritual aspects of the 

environment ("The physical and spiritual are hard to separate here"). 

These symbolic differences were reflected in the lists of activ

ities which the environment provided. In the built environments, almost 

every subject mentioned the main function of the environment (to shop 

or to live). The high quality built environments had twice the number 

of extra activities (such as relaxing, exploring, and recreating) men

tioned than the low quality environments. In the natural environments, 

recreation activities were mentioned by every subject. Although the 

high quality natural environments had more activities and a greater var

iety of activities, the main difference between high and low quality 

natural environments was the attitude the people had toward activity. 

In the high quality environments, the type of activitiy one could do 

there was seen as less important; for example, "experience is more 

important than activity," "place to be, not be in," and "don't have to 

do anything." Another issue in these lists of activities relates to 

low quality environments, both built and natural. For a limited number 

of people, destructive activities were acceptable behaviors in low 

quality environments ("can do anything here, nothing left to lose"). 

The subjects were asked whether they felt they belonged in the 

environment and whether other people interfered with their experience 



of the place (see Table 2). For both questions, there were signifi-
p 

cant differences between built and natural environments, X (1) = 3.9, 

2 p<.05; and X (1) = 13.0, pc.Ol, respectively. People felt they belonged 

more in natural environments and other people were more likely to 

interfere with their experience there. The reasons given for these 

choices were quite varied. In the high quality natural environments, 

the people who did not feel they belonged cited unfamiliarity as the 

reason, and the people who did not feel that others would interfere 

with their experience qualified their responses by either noting there 

were not any people there or if the number of people was limited. 

Because of the problem of multicollinearity among the variables 

(see correlation matrices in Appendix B), the set of interview ratings 

was analyzed using the SPSS factor analysis procedure with the principal 

factor without iteration and a quartimax rotation. Table 3 presents the 

results of this analysis for all of the environments considered together. 

Overall, there were five significant factors which accounted for 75 per

cent of the variance. 

The first or principal factor accounted for 42 percent of the 

variance. This single factor contained all of the evaluative judgments 

(feeling, environmental quality, beauty, health, and freedom), the 

experiential variables (mergence and barriers), and the naturalness 

ratings (how natural and to a lesser extent how modified was the envi

ronment). The unidimensionality of the valuing judgments was reflected 

in the verbal interview material. Often, by the time the people had 



Table 2. Judgments of belonging and interference with 
the experience of the environment 

Built Natural 

Do you feel you belong here?* 

High quality 9 17 

Low quality 6 11 

Do other people interfere with 
your experience of this place?* 

High quality 0 16 

Low quality 1 11 

* The number of yes responses with a maximum of twenty. 



Table 3. Factor analysis of interview ratings for all of the environments 

Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 

How do you feel about this environment? .937 .005 .097 .014 .031 

What is the environmental quality of this place? .871 .013 .143 -.051 .141 

How important is the physical environment? .185 .860 -.044 .096 .050 

How important are the people? .255 .007 .205 .299 .715 

How important are the activities? .215 -.081 -.126 .818 .177 

How natural is the environment? .818 .049 -.030 .019 .170 

How modified is this environment? -.560 -.222 .195 .057 -.211 

Do you feel that you are part of this 
environment? (mergence) .877 -.010 .067 .046 -.123 

How would you rate the amount of barriers you 
feel here? -.804 -.029 .151 -.013 .377 

How beautiful is this place? .899 .012 .199 1 O
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How healthy do you feel here? .885 .087 .126 .062 -.057 

How free do you feel here? .735 .056 -.133 .346 -.321 

How important is beauty? .208 .823 .062 -.097 1 o
 

o
 

How important is health? .192 .016 .843 .003 .066 

How important is freedom? .015 .115 .479 .672 .050 

How familiar are you with this type of place? .250 -.105 .511 .085 -.614 

Percent of variance accounted for 41.6 10.0 9.6 7.7 6.5 

Eigenvalue - 6.65 1.60 1.53 1.24 1.04 
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finished describing the environment and their feelings about it, all 

of the other evaluative ratings seemed like variations on a theme. A 

number of people commented that certain sets of judgments appeared to 

be the same for particular environments. 

Although this global evaluative responses was typical for all 

of the environments, the orientation of the valuing process varied 

across the environments. In the built environments, people emphasized 

esthetic issues and then functional and social issues. Esthetics was 

used as an organizing concept for them and seemed to include both beauty 

and having good feelings about the place ("if beautiful enough, well-

being would come after"). The functional and social issues related to 

whether the design of the environment limited or encouraged their 

activities and sense of self. In the low quality built environments, 

issues relating to health such as pollution, crowding and privacy were 

also mentioned. 

The people's responses to natural environments emphasized their 

internal feelings. Although it was difficult to separate these feel

ings from a sense of esthetics, they seemed to emphasize their own sense 

of well-being, spontaneity, openness, freedom, relaxation, and sensual 

awakening. The high quality natural environments also elicited spiri

tual and symbolic issues about nature, while the low quality environ

ments elicited health and limitation of activities issues. 

The second factor showed the relationship between the impor-

tanceof the physical environment and the importance of beauty. There 

were a number of parallels between these two importance ratings. They 



were both considered the most important relative to their set of 

ratings and their importance was self-evident ("physical is the envi

ronment," "that's what this place is," "the structure of the environ

ment produces quality," and "esthetics overwhelms the others"). Con

sequently, there were relatively few descriptions of what these terms 

meant to them. The two issues were often defined by each other: the 

physical environment was consider important because it made the place 

beautiful and the place was beautiful because of the physical elements. 

Compared with the global valuing response in the preceding factor, there 

was a sense that the beauty of the environment was external to the 

perceiver rather than dependent on their feelings. 

There were a few people who qualified their judgments of the 

importance of these factors. In the built environments, it was noted 

that the physical environment "provides for the function, but is not 

the function" of the place. The environment is the "means or potential, 

people and activity are the ends." In the natural environments, the 

observation that the environment was alive introduced considerations 

beyond the physical aspects of the environment ("This place has more 

than beauty, it has life"). 

The third factor contained the importance of health and freedom 

and the amount of familiarity. Although the importance ratings of 

health and freedom were related in all of the environments, the posi

tive relationship with familiarity existed only in the natural environ

ments. For two of the people, lack of familiarity with natural environ

ments severely limited their appreciation of them. Overall, people who 



tended to be less familiar with natural environments felt that health 

was not an important issue because their sense of well-being was 

"internal, not related to the environment" and they "don't live here." 

With regard to freedom, they were more likely to discuss the physical 

constraints which limit their activities, but freedom was not an impor

tant issue because they did not spend much time in these types of 

places and their personal sense of freedom was "internal." 

The fourth factor, which showed the positive relationship 

between the importance of activities and freedom, was also primarily 

dependent on the natural environments. In the built environments, the 

importance of activities was related to the function of the environment 

while freedom related mostly to the social constraints imposed on one's 

behavior. People in the high quality natural environments tended to 

rate activities important because the activities available to them were 

highly valued. Although their freedom was limited by physical, social 

and moral constraints, the freedom to experience the environment was 

important to them. In the low quality natural environments, the limited 

number and value of available activities ("place to get outside but not 

get in touch with the environment") lowered the importance of activities 

to them. Because there was less they wanted to do in the environment, 

freedom was not as important of an issue there. 

The fifth factor showed the negative relationship between the 

importance of people and familiarity with experiential barriers and 

freedom ratings as related issues. This relationship relates primarily 



to the experience of built environments because familiarity was not 

related to people in natural environments. When people were rated as 

important in built environments, they were described as part of the 

place and "why the place exists." The lower importance ratings for 

people were associated with comments such as "people seem distant, 

they don't affect my feeling of the environment," and this environment 

is "functional, not a place for interaction." In the townhouse envi

ronments, there was a tendency to view people as an important source of 

problems related to crowding, privacy, socially prescribed behaviors, 

and projected lifestyle incompatibilities. People who were unfamiliar 

with these places felt that "my neighbors wouldn't like me," or "I 

wouldn't like them" because the lifestyles of the inhabitants appeared 

so different from them. It was primarily in the townhouse environments 

where a lack of familiarity was associated with the importance of people 

and a concern about experiential barriers and social limitations on 

freedom. 

In order to examine the differences between built and natural 

environments, the interview ratings were factor analyzed for each type 

of environment separately. Tables 4 and 5 show the results of these 

analyses. Both analyses had four significant factors which were com

plementary. 

The principal factor in both types of environments contained 

the set of evaluative ratings, experiential variables, and naturalness. 

In the built environments, the naturalness of the environment was in

cluded in this factor but not the amount of modification of the 



Table 4. Factor analysis of interview ratings for the built environments 

Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

How do you feel about this environment? .926 -.233 .093 .026 

What is the environmental quality of this place? .913 .031 .006 -.020 

How important is the physical environment? .080 -.033 -.732 -.333 

How important are the people? .059 .268 .589 -.598 

How important are the activities? .175 .074 .712 -.142 

How natural is the environment? .778 .294 
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How modified is this environment? .037 .390 .248 .600 

Do you feel that you are part of this environment? 
(mergence) .855 -.101 .044 -.007 

How would you rate the amount of barriers you feel here? -.567 .629 .073 -.281 

How beautiful is this place? .928 .042 .023 -.028 

How healthy do you feel here? .864 -.099 -.130 -.002 

How free do you feel here? .581 -.600 -.104 .190 

How important is beauty? .152 .083 -.776 -.056 

How important is health? .168 .787 
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How important is freedom? -.197 .723 .068 -.057 

How familiar are you with this type of place? .003 

00 o
 • 1 .023 -.817 

Percent of variance accounted for 35.1 15.3 11.4 10.2 

Eigenvalue 5.62 2.46 1.83 1.63 



Table 5. Factor analysis of interview ratings for the natural environments 

Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

How do you feel about this environment? 

What is the environmental quality of this place? 

How important is the physical environment? 

How important are the people? 

How important are the activities? 

How natural is the environment? 

How modified is this environment? 

Do you feel that you are part of this environment? 
(mergence) 

How would you rate the amou.^ of barriers you feel here? 

How beautiful is this place? 

How healthy do you feel here? 

How free do you feel here? 

How important is beauty? 

How important is health? 

How important is freedom? 

How fami 1iar are you with this environment? 

Percent of variance accounted for 

Eigenvalue 

.924 .068 .101 .176 

.882 .001 .105 .180 

.287 .293 .786 117 

.378 -.023 .269 .784 

o
 

•p
» 

o
 

.666 .290 -.027 

.837 -.247 .106 -.049 

-.663 .185 -.283 -.039 

.877 .138 -.107 -.181 

-.682 -.155 -.056 .474 

.861 .083 .117 .348 

.874 .156 .254 -.077 

.462 .696 -.163 -.047 

.296 .038 .754 .062 

.610 .347 -.311 .371 

.295 .812 .076 .021 

.699 .101 -.307 -.088 

46.3 11.1 10.9 6.7 

7.41 1.77 1.74 1.07 
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environment. In the natural environments, familiarity and the import

ance of health was included. As previously noted, this shows the 

importance of familiarity (and associated health concerns) as a limiting 

factor in the appreciation of natural environments. 

The second factor in each of these analyses concerned the 

importance of freedom. In the built environments, the importance of 

freedom was associated with the importance of health, negative ratings 

of freedom, and the amount of barriers. The issue which unites these 

variables was socially prescribed behaviors and ways of being. For 

example, people mentioned crowding, the lack of privacy, feeling imper

sonal and self-conscious, "having to act dignified," "socially defined 

space use," "not wanting to be part of the social system," and the 

"unhealthy lifestyle here" as reasons why they felt constrained and 

uncomfortable there. In the natural environments, the importance of 

freedom was related to the ratings of freedom and the importance of 

activities. Freedom to do what one wants andsto experience nature was 

an important positive aspect of the experience of natural environments. 

The third factor for both types of environments was the rela

tionship between the importance of the physical environment and beauty. 

The only difference between these factors was the negative association 

with the importance of people and activity in the built environments. 

Because built environments were "designed to be functional" and "people 

are a part of this place," an emphasis on beauty and the physical 

environment decreased the importance of people and activity. In the 
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natural environments, the physical environment, people and activity 

are relatively more independent. 

The fourth factor related to the importance of people. In the 

built environments, the importance of people was negatively related to 

the amount of modification and familiarity. For the townhouse environ

ments, as familiarity and the amount of modification increased the 

importance of people decreased because the lifestyle seemed less 

"foreign" and incompatible. For the shopping areas, as familiarity and 

modification decreased, the importance of people increased because 

other people were viewed as adding life and entertainment to the envi

ronment. In the natural environments, the importance of people was 

associated with the amount of barriers. Whenever people were rated as 

important in natural environments, the subjects justified their ratings 

by noting that solitude or a limited number of other people was neces

sary for their experience and appreciation of the environment. Poten

tial problems caused by other people was the major source of barriers 

listed in natural environments. 

In order to examine the value of nature, a discriminant analysis 

using SPSS was performed (see Table 6) to determine which variables 

discriminated between high quality natural environments and the other 

environments. The discriminant function selected only three variables: 

how do you feel about the environment, how important is the physical 

environment, and how beautiful is this place. 

In discussing their feelings about high quality natural environ

ments, the subjects mentioned a variety of feelings such as alive, 
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Table 6. Discriminant analysis for high quality natural 
environments -

Variables 

Standardized 
Function 

Coefficients 
Wilks 

Lambda Significance 

How do you feel about 
this environment? 

How important is the 
physical environment? 

How beautiful is this place? 

Canonical Discrimination Function: Eigenvalue .480 
Correlation .570 
Wilks Lambda .676 
Significance .001 

.447 

.368 

.504 

.722 

.692 

.676 

.001 

.001 

.001 

Percent of cases correctly classified: 80%. 



spontaneous, free, healthy, harmonious, awed, open, exhilarated, and 

good. Nature was viewed as not demanding which allowed their nerves 

to relax and their senses to awaken. The physical environment was 

seen as "what this place is," and it provided a "sense of life and 

beauty." Beauty came from the diversity, complexity, variety, green

ness, spaciousness, quietness, and naturalness of the landscape and 

was "the end of being here." 

High quality natural environments also differed from the other 

environments by fostering a sense of belonging and being more sensitive 

to interferences from other people. These environments had the largest 

number of activities, yet it was often noted that "what you do here 

isn't important." In many ways, it was this experiential and spiritual 

orientation, rather than a concern about activities and function, which 

made these environments different. Statements such as "what you do is 

be here" and "you can explore both the inner and outer environment 

here" are not functions of the environment in the traditional sense. 

Although it is difficult to demonstrate, the high quality 

natural environments were treated symbolically in two ways. Most of 

the people viewed them as a vacation place—a novel, tranquil, and 

unrestrained place where they could "get away," recreate, and restore 

themselves. However, a substantial minority of people viewed nature as 

a spiritual place where there were "no boundaries," where "life and 

death is portrayed," and where one can "experience God through nature." 

To ignore this experiential and spiritual dimension because it is 

difficult to quantify would misrepresent the value of nature. 
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Because there was more than one interviewer in this study, a 

multiple T-test was performed using SPSS comparing the interviewers 

across all of the ratings. None of the T-tests were significant at 

the .05 probability level. 

Discussion 

The results of this study suggest a perspective toward the 

environmental valuing process which is different from most of the per

ceived environmental quality research. Rather than dissecting the 

phenomena into more refined distinctions, these results suggest that 

the human valuing process is essentially a synthesizing process. Rather 

than dividing the environment into various types and responding to those 

dimensions, the valuing process appears to oe concrete and situation-

or location-specific. By concentrating on the human valuing process, 

the experience of environmental quality appears to be a holistic, syn

thesizing, yet concrete response to the environment which incorporates 

feelings, value judgments of beauty, health, and freedom, the experi

ences of mergence and barriers, and the perceived naturalness of the 

environment. 

These observations do not invalidate other approaches to the 

study of perceived environmental quality; in fact, they help to show 

the interrelatedness of these approaches. The valuing process appears 

to be a holistic emotional response to the environment. It is related 

to both the experience of the situation and the value system which 

people use to evaluate it. In order to understand the valuing process, 

both of these perspectives are needed. 



Most of the research on perceived environmental quality focuses 

on people's value systems. The objectification of values allows the 

scientific method to be used to examine the various aspects of the 

valuing process. This is a valuable source of information, but the 

multitude of distinctions can cause one to lose sight of the synthe

sizing nature of the process. 

This perspective raises two issues which are potential problems 

for the value system approach. As was demonstrated, judgments of envi

ronmental quality, beauty, health, and freedom are not independent 

parts of a person's emotional valuing judgment of an environment. Al

though these separate abstracted values are useful, one can not assume 

that people can separate these dimensions and make distinct evaluative 

judgments. Consequently, factors which are not related to a particular 

value dimension may influence the judgment of the dimension. For 

example, the lifestyle of people who live in a place and its effect on 

one's sense of freedom may influence judgments of the beauty of the 

place. Refining the experimental procedure will never completely dis

aggregate beauty from the holistic valuing response. It may be better 

to accept the interrelatedness of human values and use a systems approach 

to understand the process. 

The other issue concerns the relationship between the importance 

of a particular value and its evaluation. From the results of this 

study, the nature of this relationship remains unclear, but a number of 

hypotheses can be suggested. A particular value becomes salient to an 



individual when its evaluation is extreme. For example, beauty becomes 

important in the evaluation of an environment when the place is per

ceived as either very beautiful or very ugly. This interaction between 

importance and evaluation may make the value more experientially inde

pendent and decrease the influence of other values. Some value judg

ments may covary with importance ratings while others may not. The 

relationship between importance and the extremity of the evaluation is 

probably not linear and may be different depending on whether the evalu

ation is positive or negative. These issues could create problems for 

scientists attempting to develop weighting schemes to combine values in 

a systems approach. The use of fixed weight which are independent of 

the evaluation may not be valid. 

The experiential approach to studying perceived environmental 

quality does not have the experimental rigor of the value system ap

proach. Attempts to obtain more rigor by increasing precision, quan

tification, and specification of variables are likely to lead to the 

same problems which psychology's introspection method faced at the 

turn of the century. 

The experiential concepts of mergence and barriers were shown 

to relate to the value system approach. Their use as phenomenological 

tools for focusing people's descriptions of their experience of envi

ronmental quality was demonstrated in Levi, Ittelson, and Black (1981). 

The information which the experiential approach provides is rich and 

helps to demonstrate the nature of the valuing process. It is valuable 

for both the generation of hypotheses about perceived environmental 
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quality and the verification of results. All scientific research is 

based on the intuitive understanding of the researcher and the face 

validity of the results. The experiential approach is a means of making 

these important factors of science explicit. 

The ratings of the naturalness of the environment were found to 

be included in the global evaluation dimension. The subjects tended to 

define naturalness in terms of the presence of natural elements in built 

environments and built elements in natural environments. Using this 

criterion, naturalness did covary with the quality of the environments. 

Consequently, it is difficult to say whether naturalness is a value 

dimension or a covariate from the results of this study. 

One of the purposes of this study was to examine the experien

tial differences between built and natural environments. The scientific 

literature uses a structural definition for this distinction, and empha

sizes health and freedom issues in the study of built environments and 

beauty issues in the study of natural environments. The results of 

this study provide a somewhat different perspective. 

Experientially, the difference between built and natural envi

ronments relates to both the structure of the environment and the inter

relationship among the physical, social, and functional aspects of the 

environment. In the built environment, these aspects are strongly 

interconnected. The physical environment provides the structure for 

people's functions and activities. In the natural environment, the 

interconnection between these aspects is less strong. The physical 
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environment exists and is alive independent of people and their activi

ties. The social environment is not as completely accepted of an aspect 

of people's experience in natural environments. For most visitors, the 

natural environment does not provide a function, rather it serves as a 

setting for the activities they want to perform. 

This distinction affects the way people evaluate the environ

mental quality of these types of environments. For the built environ

ments, issues related to freedom and health are very important and are 

connected primarily with the social and functional aspects of the 

environment. Beauty is related to the physical environment, and an 

emphasis on beauty implies decreasing the importance of the functional 

and social aspects of the environment. Because these aspects are highly 

interrelated, esthetic judgments of built environments are more global 

(incorporating related emotional issues) and more likely to be "contami

nated" by social and functional issues. 

For natural environments, issues related to freedom are very 

important and tend to be connected with the activities which can be done 

in the environment. Beauty is also important, related to the physical 

environment, and relatively independent from the social and functional 

aspects of the environment. The presence of the social environment is 

not assumed and other people can interfere with the experience of 

natural environments. For most people, health issues are not very 

important in natural environments. 

Familiarity with the environment is an important issue in the 

experience of environments. In the built environments, people are 
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generally familiar with the environment. When confronted by a rela

tively unfamiliar environment, their reaction may be positive due to 

increased novelty and entertainment, or negative due to increased self-

consciousness and alienation. In the natural environments, there are 

some people who feel very unfamiliar with the environment. For these 

people, the experience of natural environments can be threatening, and 

health becomes an important issue in their experience. 

This study has shown that high quality natural environments are 

one of the most highly valued types of environments and the main reason 

is that people feel good about them. The beauty and openness of the 

physical environment is an important part of this evaluation. The 

variety of activities and the freedom to select them is important, but 

not as important as experiencing the environment. The presence of 

other people is not necessary for their appreciation for most people, 

and may be a significant detriment to some people. 

The demonstration of the value of high quality natural environ

ments is difficult because the reason these environments are so highly 

valued relates to symbolic, spiritual, and experiential issues. People 

have a difficult time understanding these issues in themselves, and 

trying to explain them. They talk about nature as a symbolic home, a 

place where the spiritual aspects of the world are evident, and a non-

demanding place where their sense of self opens and becomes free. Merg

ence, as an experiential concept, helps to connect these experiences 

with the experience they have in other environments, but it does not 

fully convey the quality of the experience they are trying to express. 



STUDY 2 

Objective Versus Subjective Representation 
of the Environment 

The issue of how to sample and represent environments for 

scientific study is an important methodological issue in environmental 

psychology (Brusnwik, 1956). The use of photographs to simulate or 

represent environments has been shown to be a valid method by a number 

of researchers (Daniel and Boster, 1976; Zube, Pitt, and Anderson, 

1975). However, there are a number of methods which can be used to 

photographically simulate an environment. 

Once an environment to be represented has been selected, the 

sample locations can be selected objectively by some random procedure 

(Daniel and Boster, 1976), the researchers can use their expert judg

ment to select the locations (Zube et al., 1975), or they can be sampled 

subjectively by having the subjects select the locations (Cherem and 

Traweek, 1977). Regardless of how the sample locations were selected, 

the method used to take the pictures varies from the objective to the 

subjective. For example, Carr and Schissler (1969) used an objective 

sampling method but had the subjects photograph the environment. 

The differences between the objective and subjective methods of 

photographically representing environments interact with the kinds of 

environments being sampled. From the discussion on the differences 

between built and natural environments, one would hypothesize that the 
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objective and subjective pictures of natural environments would be more 

similar to each other than the objective and subjective pictures of built 

environments. The justification for this hypothesis relates to the symbol ic 

and functional differences between the two types of environments. In 

the built environment, the subjective pictures will emphasize the soci

ally and culturally determined signs, symbols, and functions of the 

environment, while the objective pictures will not ehpmasize these. In 

the natural environment, the subjective pictures will portray personal 

perspectives rather than socially and culturally defined symbols and 

functions and, therefore, will be similar to the objective pictures. 

Similarity can be defined in terms of the amount of overlap of features 

of the environment being presented. Other attributes of photographic 

presentations such as composition and distance may also help to explain 

the differences between these types of environmental simulation. 

With regard to judgments made from the photographs about the 

perceived environmental quality of the environments, this perspective 

suggests the hypothesis that the subjective pictures will more accu

rately reflect the perceived environmental quality of the built envi

ronments than the objective pictures. For the natural environments, 

there will be no significant difference between the judgments made from 

the subjective and objective pictures. This may not be true if the 

subjective pictures of a natural environment emphasize a well defined 

symbol which affects the perceived environmental quality of the 

environment. For example, a person-made intrusion in a natural 

environment may be emphasized in the subjective pictures and lower the 
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ratings of the perceived environmental quality for that place. In this 

case, the subjective pictures will be a more accurate portrayal of the 

perceived environmental quality of a natural environment than the ob

jective pictures. 

Method 

Environments 

The environments used in this study were the same as in Study 

1 (see Appendix A1). 

Subjects 

Two groups of twenty-five students each were used to rate the 

perceived environmental quality of the photographs of the environments. 

Expert panels of graduate students in psychology were used to rate the 

photographic characteristics of the photographs. 

Procedure 

Each of the environments was photosampled using an objective 

method. Random points were selected by stopping at fixed distances 

along a path through each environment and four photographs 90° apart 

were taken at each sample point using a random compass heading. Twenty-

four pictures were taken in each environment using 35mm Kodachrome 

color slide film with a 50mm lens. The subjective photographs of the 

environments were obtained in Study 1. 

The subjective and objective photographs were examined by two 

independent judges to determine the amount of overlap or the number of 
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pictures which were of identical or equivalent features of the envi

ronment. A panel of three judges rated the pictures for photographic 

composition (from poorly composed to artistically composed) and the 

distance between the photographer and the subject of the photograph 

(from close-up to vista). 

Both the objective and subjective photographs were rated by 

the student subject panels on the perceived environmental quality of 

the environments following the Scenic Beauty Estimation Method (Daniel 

and Boster, 1976). The slides were presented in a blocked design with 

ten objective and ten subjective photographs alternately presented for 

each environment. Each student panel rated one complete set of five 

environments. They saw the structurally intermediate environment first 

and the order of the other four environments was randomized. The sub

jects were instructed to judge the environmental quality of the place 

as represented in the slide. After they had viewed all of the slides, 

they were presented with one slide from each environment and asked to 

make a global judgment of the relative quality of the environments from 

all of the scenes they had seen (see Appendix A4). 

Results and Analysis 

The analysis of the on-site and photographic slide environmental 

quality ratings and the ratings of the attributes of the photographic 

representation of environments was performed using the analysis of 

variance program of AN0VA45. Summary tables for these analyses are 

included in Appendix C. Only results significant at the .01 probability 

level will be reported here. 



Table 7 shows the means for both the on-site and global slide 

environmental quality ratings for each case separately. For both mea

sures, the natural environments were rated higher than the built envi

ronments, and the high quality environments were rated higher than the 

low quality environments. The significant case effect for the on-site 

ratings was due to the high ratings of the low quality natural environ

ment in Case B. This environment was a creosote area with a vista of 

the Catalina Mountains. The interview data showed that a substantial 

percentage of the subjects viewed this area as an unspoiled natural 

environment and rated it favorably. The significant case effect for 

the global slide ratings was due to the high ratings of the low quality 

environment in Case B (presumably because of the naturalness and vista) 

and the relative lack of discrimination between the two townhouse devel

opments in Case B. These two townhouse developments were fairly similar 

physically, and the on-site ratings were more affected by issues such as 

the importance of people, health, and freedom (which were rated more 

important for the built environments in Case B than Case A) than the 

slide ratings. 

The analysis of the on-site environmental-quality ratings 

found significant effects due to the type of environment, F(1,72) = 

32.68, MSe = 3.03; the quality of the environment, F(1,72) = 94.06, 

MSe = 3.03; and the sets of cases, F(4,72) = 14.86, MSe = 3.03. The 

analysis of the global slide ratings (ratings made after the subjects 

had viewed twenty slides from each environment) also found significant 
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Table 7. Means of on-site and global slide environmental 
quality ratings 

Built Natural 

On-Site Ratings 

Case A 

High Quality 7.2 8.9 

Low Quality 2.9 3.7 

Case B 

High Quality 6.7 9.1 

Low Quality 3.1 7.1 

Global Slide Ratings 

Case A 

High Quality 7.1 8.4 

Low Quality 3.4 4.4 

Case 8 

High Quality 5.4 7.6 

Low Quality 4.0 6.9 



effects due to the type of environment, F(1,192) = 47.04, MSe = 3.56, 

the quality of the environment, F(1,192) = 84.31, MSe = 3.56, and the 

sets of cases, F(4,192) = 8.87, MSe = 3.56. 

The analysis of the individual slide environmental quality 

ratings which examined the methods of photographically representing 

environments found that the subjective photographs were rated higher 

than the objective photographs. There were no significant interactions 

between the method of representation and the type or quality of the 

environment. The significant case effect showed the large amount of 

variability among the specific representations of the environment. The 

significant slide effect showed the heterogeneity of the slide repre

sentations of the environment. The statistically significant effects 

included the method of representation, F(1 ,24) = 20.98, MSe = 2.79, 

the sets of cases, F(8,384) = 5.48, MSe = 9.39, and the slides, 

F(144,3456) = 2.75, MSe = 2.41. 

Three analyses of the slides were performed to explain the dif

ferences between the objective and subjective representations of the 

environments: an analysis of the amount of overlap among the slides, 

judgments of slide composition, and judgments of photographic distance 

in the slides. The analysis of the amount of overlap among the slides 

will not be reported here, and the results of the analysis are included 

in Appendix D. 

The analysis of the judgments of slide composition found that 

the photographs of the built environments were rated better composed 

than the natural environments. The photographs of the high quality 
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environments were rated better composed than the low quality environ

ments. The subjective photographs were rated better composed than the 

objective photographs. The judges differed in their ratings. The 

statistically significant effects included the type of environment, 

F(1 ,72) = 8.20, MSe = 1.43, the quality of the environment, F(1,72) = 

22.76, MSe = 1.43, the method of representation, F(1 ,72) = 23.45, MSe = 

2.36, and the judges, F(2,144) = 13.28, MSe = .50. The mean inter-

correlation among the judges was r = .59. 

The analysis of the judgments of the photographic distance in 

the slides found that the photographs of the built environments were 

rated as being closer (or having less vistas) than the natural envi

ronments. There were also significant differences among the ratings 

due to the judges. The statistically significant effects included 

the type of environment, F(1 ,72) - 76.70, MSe = 2.30, the judges, 

F(2,144) = 23.81, MSe = .21, and interactions between the judges and 

quality of the environment, F(2,144) = 5.38, MSe = .21, the judges, 

type of environment and quality, F(2,144) = 5.86, MSe = .21, and the 

judges and cases, F(8,144) = 2.86, MSe = .21. The mean correlation 

among the judges was r = .83. 

Discussion 

The similarities between the environmental quality judgments 

from the on-site and global slide ratings demonstrate that slides can 

be used as surrogates for these types of evaluations. However, there 

is some reason to believe that the use of slides may be more appropriate 

for natural environments than built environments. Because slides 



64 

emphasize the physical aspects of the environment, environmental 

quality judgments made from slides will emphasize esthetic issues. 

In natural environments, the physical, social, and functional aspects 

of the environment are relatively independent. Most studies of the 

perceived environmental quality of natural environments compare places 

which do not significantly differ in the number of people and available 

activities. Since freedom issues are relatively similar across the 

environments in these studies, an emphasis on esthetics in the envi

ronmental quality judgments is appropriate. In the built environments, 

an emphasis on the physical aspects of the environment decreases the 

importance of the social and functional aspects. Environmental quality 

judgments from slides will emphasize esthetics when it may not be 

appropriate because of the importance of health and freedom issues. 

The lack of discrimination between the townhouse developments in the 

slide judgments is an example of this potential problem. 

Although the subjective and objective methods of photographic

ally simulating environments significantly differed, there were no 

significant interactions between the representation methods and the 

type or quality of the environment. The blocked design of the main 

analysis, which was used to accentuate the differences between the 

methods of representation, reduced the distinction between environments. 

A comparison of pairs of means found no evidence that one method of 

representation was preferable. The subjective method of representation 

received higher ratings, and this was partially due to the better com

position of them. The overall conclusion which can be drawn from these 



findings is that there is no reason to believe that either method is 

a better environmental simulation technique. 

The ability to use either subjective or objective photographic 

methods to provide surrogate environments for the study of perceived 

environmental quality has a number of advantages. The objective method 

is more efficient and is much better suited for photosampling a variety 

of areas and areas which are widely dispersed. The subjective method 

offers more opportunities for studying individual differences in envi

ronmental perception and evaluation, and can be used in environments 

which may be difficult to photosample objectively such as some urban 

areas, interior environments, and densely forested natural environments. 

One of the problems with the main analysis of the photographic 

representations was the significant effect due to slides. Although the 

global slide judgments related to the on-site judgments, the differences 

between individual slides obscured the effects of type and quality of 

the environments. Most photographic simulations of environments have 

either dealt with relatively homogeneous environments or used a single 

photographic perspective. In heterogeneous environments where a 

variety of perspectives are available, the mean rating of a set of 

photographs may not adequately portray a person's perception of the 

environment. The difference between the global slide ratings and the 

main analysis of slide ratings suggests that a more complex weighting 

scheme is being used by people to form their judgment of the environ

mental quality of a place. 



CONCLUSION 

These studies have examined the experience of environmental 

quality and present a view of the underlying valuing process as a syn

thesizing and concretizing process. By focusing on the valuing process, 

the value system and experiential approaches to environmental quality 

appear to be complementary. The uniting of these alternative perspec

tives provides a more complete understanding of the perception and 

experience of environmental quality. 

The interrelatedness of the physical, social, and functional 

aspects of an environment was also examined. The degree of interdepen

dence of these aspects has been shown to be a way to understand the 

human experience of different environments. These divisions of the 

environment provide a means for understanding how different values 

affect the evaluation of the quality of a place. 

The simplified value system used in this research related 

environmental quality to people's feelings and their judgments of beauty, 

health, and freedom. These values were shown to be interdependent, yet 

their importance varied depending on the type and aspect of the environ

ment being examined. The interaction between the evaluation and impor

tance of a value was noted, but the dynamics of the relationship remains 

unclear. 

Two methods of photographically simulating environments were 

studied. Although these methods gave different results, they were 

66 



equally good at providing surrogates for the study of environmental 

quality. The emphasis on the physical aspects of the environment in 

these surrogates was discussed as a potential limitation for their use 

in the study of the perceived environmental quality of built environ

ments. 

The purpose of these studies has been to show the commonalities 

among various perspectives toward environmental quality and to develop 

a holistic framework which is both simple and experientially meaningful. 

The value of such a framework is to help unite scientific research on 

environmental quality with people's experience. Hopefully, this will 

eventually help to increase people's understanding and awareness of 

environmental quality issues. The solution to our environmental prob

lems requires both scientific and public awareness of the dynamics of 

environmental quality. 
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DESCRIPTION OF ENVIRONMENTS 

La Placita shopping center is a modern, stylish architecture project 

built as part of Tucson's urban renewal program in the 1970s. It con

tains restaurants, small stores, and plazas. 

Rancho Center is a strip of commercial buildings with a parking lot 

along Speedway Boulevard. It contains a mixture of small and large 

stores. 

La Casita townhouse development is a set of townhouses built around two 

cul-de-sacs. It was built in the early 1970s, landscaped with desert 

vegetation, and contains group parking areas and a swimming pool. 

Viewpoint II townhouse development contains rows of townhouses built 

along an oval driveway. It was built in the mid 1970s, contains a small 

amount of desert landscaping, and has a garage for each townhouse. 

Pima Canyon and Finger Rock Canyon are canyons in the Santa Catalina 

Mountains north of Tucson. The foothill areas contain a variety of 

desert vegetation, a fairly rugged terrain, and a view of the city. 

The area along the Santa Cruz River north of Grant Road is a flat flood-

plain area. Much of the natural vegetation has been removed and the area 

has been used to dump fill dirt and some garbage. 
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The creosote covered area north of River Road consists of rolling hills 

at the base of the Santa Catalina Mountains. Most of the vegetation is 

creosote with some saguaros, chollas, and palo verdes in the washes. 

Tahoe Park is a one-block park in a residential area in Tucson. The 

park is covered with grass and contains a number of trees, playground 

equipment, and a small open field. 
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DESCRIPTION OF SUBJECTS 

The twenty people who were used as interview subjects in this 

study were all students at the University of Arizona. They were mostly 

upperclass undergraduates and graduate students. Their ages ranged 

from 18 to 37 years, with a median age of 25 years. 

All but one of these people were United States citizens, and 

half of them had spent most of their lives in the western part of the 

United States. Two of them were from rural areas; eight were from 

towns of less than 50,000 people; and the other ten were from cities. 

The amount of time they had lived in Tucson ranged from one to twenty 

years, with a median length of stay of three years. 
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INTERVIEW FORMAT 

Experimenter: 

Environment: 

Time: Hour: 

Weather: 

Comments: 

Subject Number: 

Sequence Number: 

Date: 

A. 
1) What are the important feature or aspects of this place? 

What did you try to show about this place in your photographs? 
What does this place mean to you? 

2) What kinds of things or activities could you do here? 

3) Do you feel that you belong in this place? Why? 
Do other people belong here? Why? 
Do other people interfere with your experience of this place? Why? 

B. 
In the following questions, you will be asked to make a rating and 

then explain why or how you made your judgment. Your ratings will be 
made along 10 point scales. The endpoints of the scales should repre
sent the range of experiences you have had in the Tucson area. 

1) How do you feel about this place? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  

very negative very positive 

2) How would you rate the environmental quality of this place? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  

very negative very positive 

3) Rate the relative importance of the following factors in your judg
ment of the environmental quality of this place. 

a) the physical aspects of the environment 
1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  

not important very important 
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b) 

c) 

the people in the environment 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

not important 
8 9 10 

very important 

the activities you can do in the environment 
1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0  

not important very important 

4) 

5) 

How natural is this environment? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

not at all natural 
9 10 

very natural 

Has this environment been modified by human activity? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  

no, not at all yes, quite a lot 

6) Some places facilitate a feeling of your being a part of the envi
ronment. Does this place make you feel close to or a part of the 
environment? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
no, I feel detached yes, I feel part 
from this place of this place 

7) People often feel barriers or defenses which they use to protect 
themselves from the environment. We are interested in the psychological 
barriers which are constructed by the individual rather than the actual 
physical barriers which may exist in the environment. How would you rate 
the amount of barriers you feel in this place? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
minimal sense of barriers large sense of barriers 

8) Three factors which can relate to the experience of a place are the 
beauty of the place, the feeling that the place is healthy to be in 
because it promotes a sense of well-being, and the feeling that the place 
allows one to be free to do and be the way one wants. 

a) How would you rate this place on these three factors? 
12 3 4 
not beautiful 

12 3 4 
not healthy 

12 3 4 
not free 

8 9 10 
very beautiful 

8 9 10 
very healthy 

8 9 10 
very free 

b) How would you rate the relative importance of these three factors 
to your experience of the environmental quality of this place? 



Beauty 
12 3 4 
not important 

Health 
12 3 4 
not important 

Freedom 
12 3 4 
not important 

9 10 
very important 

9 10 
very important 

9 10 
very important 

How familiar are you with areas like this? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
not familiar at all very familiar 
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SUBJECT RUNNING INSTRUCTIONS 

I will read some standardized instructions so that everyone 

participating in these studies will have the same information. 

The purpose of this study is to examine the various factors 

which enter into a person's judgment of the environmental quality of a 

place. At the same time, this study examines the effects of different 

ways of photographically representing an environment on the judgment of 

environmental quality. 

This particular study has two separate parts. First, you will 

be shown groups of twenty slides each for five different places in the 

Tucson area. For each group, you should look at each scene separately 

and try to judge the environmental quality of the place as represented 

in the slide. 

The slides will be shown one at a time. Use the rating scale 

shown at the top of your score sheet to indicate your judgment for each 

slide. Notice that the scale extends from one, indicating that you 

judge the environmental quality to be very low, to ten, indicating very 

high environmental quality. 

Before you begin to rate the scenes, I will quickly show you a 

few slides just to give you an idea of the kind of scenes you will be 

evaluating. Try to imagine how you would rate these scenes on the scale, 

but do not write anything down for them. 



After the initial preview slides, I will ask you to rate the 

rest of the scenes. Please try to use the full range of the rating 

scale and be sure to write down a number for each slide. 

Do you have any questions? 

For the second part of the study, one slide for each of the 

five places you have rated will be used to represent all of the views 

you have seen. You should use this slide as a reminder and rate the 

relative of each of the five places. 

Do you have any questions? 
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Table B.l. Means of interview ratings 

Built Environments* Natural Environments* Park 
-High- - Low - -High- - Low -

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

How do you feel about this environment? 7.4 5.2 3.5 2.4 8.9 9.3 4.7 6.2 7.3 

What is the environmental quality of this place? 7.2 6.7 2.9 3.1 8.9 9.1 3.7 7.1 6.9 

How important is the physical environment? 8.9 9.1 8.5 8.8 9.5 9.7 8.8 8.3 8.7 

How important are the people? 6.0 5.7 3.7 6.4 7.7 7.0 4.3 4.8 6.9 

How important are the activities? 6.6 3.8 5.5 5.2 6.6 6.5 6.3 6.0 6.2 

How natural is thi^ environment? 3.0 4.2 1.6 2.3 9.4 9.J 5.8 7.9 5.3 

How modified is this environment? 8.7 9.2 9.2 8.4 3.1 2.9 6.8 5.1 8.2 

Do you feel that you are part of this environment? 
(Merqence) 5.8 4.6 2.8 2.0 8.1 8.6 4.7 6.4 7.5 

How would you rate the amount of barriers you feel here? 4.7 7.4 6.1 8.7 2.4 2.3 3.8 3.6 3.5 

How beautiful is this place? 6.6 5.9 2.3 2.4 8.9 8.9 4.8 6.1 7.2 

How healthy do you feel here? 5.9 5.3 3.4 3.1 8.8 9.3 4.6 6.7 7.3 

How free do you feel here? 5.8 3.7 4.8 2.4 7.6 7.9 6.1 7.6 6.9 

How important is beauty? 7.9 7.4 7.5 7.5 8.6 9.1 6.8 6.8 7.9 

How important is health? 5.4 8.0 6.2 7.8 7.6 8.3 5.6 6.3 6.3 

How important is freedom? 5.5 7.1 6.2 7.7 7.3 7.4 6.9 6.3 6.7 

How familiar are you with this type of place? 7.8 5.5 8.1 5.0 7.6 7.7 5.3 6.9 8.4 

* 1 - La Placita; 2 - La Casita; 3 - Rancho Center; 4 - Viewpoint II; 5 - Pima Canyon; 6 - Finger Rock Canyon; 
7 - Santa Cruz River area; 8 - creosote area; 9 - Tahoe Park. 

oo 



Table B.2. Correlations among interview ratings for all environments 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1. Feel 1.0 .85 .19 .32 .22 .67 -.39 .84 -.72 .89 .85 .64 .23 .22 .04 .26 

2. Environmental Quality 1.0 .22 .27 .17 .67 -.39 .74 -.54 .85 .81 .53 .18 .23 .07 .18 

3. Physical Environment 1.0 .10 .04 .18 -.26 .17 -.15 .17 .23 .19 .53 .03 .12 -.08 

4. People 1.0 .29 .24 -.19 .16 .01 .36 .19 .08 .09 .15 .25 -.07 

5. Activities 1.0 .19 -.08 .23 -.10 .17 .21 .32 -.02 .04 .28 .03 

6. Natural 1.0 -.64 .64 -.60 .71 .65 .55 .18 .20 .10 .10 

7. Modified 1.0 -.35 .42 -.37 -.42 -.39 -.19 -.09 .03 .00 

8. Mergence 1.0 -.70 .76 .79 .64 .19 .20 .05 .29 

9. Barriers 1.0 -.62 -.68 -.73 -.16 -.03 .03 -.33 

10. Beauty (rating) 1.0 .82 .58 .25 .31 .10 .19 

11. Health (rating) 1.0 .61 .26 .22 .17 .28 

12. Freedom (rating) 1.0 .14 .08 .18 .28 

13. Beauty (importance) 1.0 .06 -.01 .02 

14. Health (importance) 1.0 .32 .33 

15. Freedom (importance) 1.0 .15 

16. Familiarity 1.0 



Table B.3. Correlations among interview ratings for the built environments 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1. Feel 1.0 .86 .02 .05 .21 .57 -.02 .81 -.66 .86 .81 .62 .07 -.04 -.34 .08 

2. Environmental Quality 1.0 .12 .02 .11 .67 .12 .77 -.45 .85 .76 .44 .05 .07 -.13 -.06 

3. Physical Environment 1.0 -.14 -.30 .02 -.20 .05 -.02 .01 .14 .08 .57 -.10 -.09 -.17 

4. People 1.0 .15 .19 -.10 .01 .31 .10 -.08 -.28 -.30 .04 .23 -.31 

5. Activities 1.0 .12 .15 .19 .05 .11 .02 .05 -.23 -.02 .11 .03 

6. Natural 1.0 -.02 .57 -.21 .69 .57 .35 .11 .40 -.03 -.04 

7. Modified 1.0 .01 .17 .06 .00 -.15 -.19 .22 .17 .32 

8. Mergence 1.0 -.50 .73 .68 .49 .09 .08 -.28 -.01 

9. Barriers 1.0 -.47 -.59 -.75 -.04 .24 .47 -.29 

10. Beauty (rating) 1.0 .78 .47 .13 .16 -.18 -.06 

11. Health (rating) 1.0 .55 .18 .01 -.13 -.05 

12. Freedom (rating) 1.0 .17 -.29 -.48 .22 

13. Beauty (importance) 1.0 .09 -.01 .07 

14. Health (importance) 1.0 .38 .10 

15. Freedom (importance) 1.0 -.07 

16. Familiarity 1.0 



Table B.4. Correlations among interview ratings for the natural environment. 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1. Feel 1.0 .86 .37 .50 .03 .76 -.54 .82 -.56 .88 .87 .41 .34 .60 .37 .51 

2. Environmental Quality 1.0 .35 .46 .08 .79 -.60 .73 -.43 .82 .83 .41 .26 .50 .25 .49 

3. Physical Environment 1.0 .40 .31 .23 -.41 .14 -.30 .36 .42 .21 .57 .15 .37 .03 

4. People 1.0 -.06 .30 -.32 .18 -.02 .59 .33 .12 .32 .31 .19 .12 

5. Activities 1.0 -.03 -.05 .04 .08 .02 .18 .31 .14 .13 .35 .05 

6. Natural 1.0 -.64 .61 -.51 .69 .67 .22 .21 .31 .07 .48 

7. Modified 1.0 -.46 .32 -.51 -.53 -.24 -.30 -.32 .01 -.42 

8. Mergence 1.0 -.66 .70 .84 .51 .18 .50 .35 .60 

9. Barriers 1.0 -.48 -.59 -.42 -.22 -.32 -.38 -.49 

10. Beauty (rating) 1.0 .75 .40 .43 .65 .36 .49 

11. Health (rating) 1.0 .39 .46 .43 .43 .57 

12. Freedom (rating) 1.0 .03 .47 .63 .45 

13. Beauty (importance) 1.0 .08 .15 .11 

14. Health (importance) 1.0 .34 .63 

15. Freedom (importance) 1.0 .27 

16. Familiarity 1.0 
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Table C.l. Analysis of variance of on-site environmental 
quality ratings 

Source* df MS F P 

E 1 99. 01 32, .68 .01 

Q 1 285. 01 94. .06 .01 . 

EQ 1 • 61 .20 NS 

C/EQ 4 14. 86 4, .90 .01 

OxC/EQ 72 3. 03 

Total 79 8. 38 

* E - Environment 
Q - Quality 
C - Cases 
0 - Observations 
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Table C.2. Analysis of variance of global slide ratings 

Source* df MS F P 

E 1 167. .45 47. .04 .01 

Q 1 300. .13 84. .31 .01 

EQ 1 .61 .17 NS 

C/EQ 4 31, .65 8. .87 .01 

OxC/EQ 192 3. .56 

Total 199 6.42 

* E - Environment 
Q - Quality 
C - Cases 
0 - Observations 
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Table C.3. Analysis of variance of slide environmental 
quality ratings 

Source* df MS F P 

E 1 63.50 1.32 NS 

OE 24 48.28 

Q 1 81.23 2.37 NS 

OQ 24 34.23 

R 1 58.56 20.98 .01 

OR 24 2.79 

EQ 1 5.78 .11 NS 

OEQ 24 53.22 

RE 1 .73 .36 NS 

ORE 24 2.05 

RQ 1 1.30 .47 NS 

ORQ 24 2.79 

REQ 1 .53 .35 NS 

OREQ 24 1.50 

C/REQ 8 51.46 5.48 .01 

OxC/REQ 384 9.39 

S/C/REQ 144 6.63 2.75 .01 

OxS/C/REQ 3,456 2.41 

Total 3,999 5.78 

* E - Environment 
Q - Quality 
R - Representation 
C - Cases 
S - Slides 
0 - Observations 
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Table C.4. Analysis of variance of judgments of slide composition 

Source* df MS F P 

E 1 11.72 8.20 .01 

Q 1 32.55 22.76 .01 

EQ 1 .60 .42 . NS 

C/EQ 4 3.20 2.24 NS 

S/C/EQ 72 1.43 

R 1 55.35 23.45 .01 

RE 1 4.22 1.79 NS 

RQ 1 .01 .00 NS 

REQ 1 .17 .07 NS 

RxC/EQ 4 2.10 .89 NS 

RxS/C/EQ 72 2.36 

J 2 6.64 13.28 .01 

JE 2 .08 .16 NS 

JQ 2 .91 1.82 NS 

JEQ 2 .48 .96 NS 

JxC/EQ 8 .28 .56 NS 

JxS/C/EQ 144 .50 

JR 2 1.73 3.68 NS 

ORE 2 .08 .17 NS 

JRQ 2 .04 .09 NS 

J REQ 2 .57 1.21 NS 

JxRxC/EQ 8 .61 1.30 NS 

JxRxS/C/EQ 144 .47 

Total 479 1.18 

* E - Environment; Q - Quality; C - Cases; R - Representation; 
J - Judges; S - Slides 
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Table C.5. Analysis of variance of judgments of distance in slides 

Source* df MS F p 

E 1 176.42 76.70 .01 

Q 1 5.00 2.17 NS 

EQ 1 2.85 1.24 NS 

C/EQ 4 4.77 2.07 NS 

S/C/EQ 72 2.30 

R 1 2.55 1.08 NS 

RE 1 .01 .00 NS 

RQ 1 .02 .01 NS 

REQ 1 .17 .07 NS 

RxC/EQ 4 2.70 1.15 NS 

RxS/C/EQ 72 2.35 

J 2 5.00 23.81 .01 

JE 2 .69 3.29 NS 

JQ 2 1.13 5.38 ,01 

JEQ 2 1.23 5.86 .01 

JxC/EQ 8 .60 2.86 .01 

JxS/C/EQ 144 .21 

JR 2 .21 1.11 NS 

JRE 2 .06 .32 NS 

JRQ 2 .08 .42 NS 

JREQ 2 .46 2.42 NS 

JxRxC/EQ 8 .13 .68 NS 

JxRxS/C/EQ 144 .19 

Total 479 1.32 

* E - Environment; Q -
R - Representations; 

Quality; C - Cases 
J - Judges 

; S - Slides ; 
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ANALYSIS OF THE AMOUNT OF OVERLAP AMONG THE SLIDES 

89 

The analysis of the amount of overlap among the slides was 

performed by two judges independently. One judge was familiar with the 

environments and the other judge had visited only one of the environ

ments. Forty slides (20 subjective and 20 objective) for each environ

ment were grouped into sets showing identical features with the remain

ing slides grouped into sets showing equivalent features. 

The main conclusion from the analysis of these groupings was 

that there was very little agreement between the judges. By combining 

the identical and equivalent sets together and separating them into 

size classes, the judge who was familiar with the environments found a 

significant difference between objective and subjective photographs of 

2 natural environments, X (2) = 16.5, p < .01. The objective photographs 

were more likely to be in smaller groups than the subjective photographs. 

There were no significant differences among the groupings for the judge 

who was not familiar with the environments. Both judges agreed that 

the grouping task was difficult and the decisions about the groupings 

seemed arbitrary. 

The overlap analysis of subjective photographs has been used 

(Cherem and Traweek, 1977) to examine relatively large environments 

along trails. With judges who are familiar with those environments, a 

reasonable amount of consistency may occur. This technique does not 

appear to be useful for comparing objective and subjective photographic 

representations of smaller environments or the differences between 
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different environments because of the difficulty in obtaining consistent 

judgments. 
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