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Research was undertaken to identify the opinions of what people 
saw in slides of managed and unmanaged landscapes. Most 
people were attracted by natural landscape features. Clearcurs 
were reported less frquently than roads, btlt dislike of them was 
more than 30 percent greater. Natural openings, bare areas, and 
sparse tree cover also were disliked. 

Ia~trocilklrctioer 
Visitors ti) wildland areas of the U ~ ~ i t e d  States see an untold 
variety of rlatural atid manmade features that comprise our 
National landscape. But, what do thcy realty see, and do they 
express their feelings about their perceptions in some inearringful 
way? Pmple refmrtedly endow meaning Ln landscapes (Lynch 
1960; b e  1076). I.,anclscape architect Garrett Eckbo (196'1) said. 
"the physical landscape is visual; the social landscape is verbal.'" 
'Ibus, it is through words that pec~ple express what landscapes 
mean to them and their concern for what is seen. Verbal 
exg>ressions of what people see i r ~  landscapes provide not only 
clues tn the meanings they assign to landscapes, but also their 
concern for managemerlt and its influence on visual quality. 
'Ihns, vcrbai expression may offer managers indicators of how 
?he public may react to natural resource management and suggest 
rna~agemeilt altcrrratives that are sensitive to the desires of the 
viewirtg public. 

Efforts tn assess public perceptions arid concerns about the 
landscape and its rnanagernent led to the development of 
sertsihivity levels in the Visual Managemetlt System used hy the 
byorest Service ttr p!atl inarlagen~ef~t within visual constraints. 
i"resumably, serisifivity Levels measure viewer inscrest in the 
scenic quality of landscapes by debm~ining the frequency of 
visitor travel along highways. 1-lowever. corrnting people carrnot 
hti construed as an expression of public interest or concern for 
what may have hmn seen in landscapes. 

A study, cu~npletixi irl 1989, was designed to provide scme 
measure of public sensitivity or concern for landscapes and their 
management. Brre objective was to identify distance thresholds at 
which ohjecb of a krrow size could be detected and identified 
(Magill 1990). In additiorr, opinions were sought about objects 
arrd rllar>agement actions &a? people saw as indicators of concern 
for landscaps or tr, suggest how to develop such indicators 
(Ma&ill 1992). 'Ihis paper describes people's pcrceptioils and 
oplrllons a b u t  natural and tnanaged landscapes. 

Methds 
Respondents were show11 color slide sets of various landscape 
components, structures, and malagement actions from 
throughout the western United States. Slides were randomly 
distsibuted into 8 slide shows of 30 slides each. During shows, 
resimndcnk ccumplet~i a questionnaire prfjviding brief 
descripfons of the two objects. in order of importance to them, 
that attraccecl their attention in the slides. A! so. thcy iridicatcd 
wtlerher they liked, dislikd, or were indiffercn! to the objects 
seer?. 'Illus, dl ot!jects refx)ated b y  respclndents wcre nalura? 
objects. mmrnadc cst?jects, or managemerjf actions tailat included 
trees, forests. c:ittings. clearings. and regerieration of trees. 

Res~aBh werd Dkcnssfon 
Rlc majurlty ctf res~xrrrderrfs were !orre-tern suburban residents 
of pklahiiy California. E;or.ty+>n;e percent of them were 
pn>fessionaiEy trained persons and another 29 percent were 
retirees. Eighty percent had attend& college, and 73 percent had 
fmi iy  gross annual incomes of $25,00o or more. Two- 
thirds of the sespndtnls were exa:de, and most recreated on 
wildland areas 3 to 10 tirncs per year. 

The 788 respondents rc~ujrtaj seeing I54 objcds or conditions as 
being most impnrtarrt to them i n  the slides of managed and 
unmmagd areas. A!nc>ng Lhe ohjilcts were 30 vegetative 
conditions such as brush, forest sar+i~rld, wodimds,  forest groves, 
tree growth. sick bees, karl~f vrgctalion. 

According to psychologist Mil;.!). Vernon (1968). people tend to 
focus attention on things having ttte greatest interest or 
impr?rtance to thein while thjiigs of lesser interest are seen only 
peripheruiiy. Peopie also tend to be more interested in and assign 
more imp)r(al)cc to x~atural iandscape eletnents, such as forest 
stands and rnourtfain ranges arid peaks, in contrast with various 
rnarlagerllcrrt nctii)ns like roads ;~nci ~Icarcuts (Magill 1990). 
lbesc  corrclusiorin were forlkficd by analysis of sp.cific terms 
used by respindex~ts to describe the two most imprtant objects 
or c ~ ~ ~ d i t i ~ i ~ ~  thcy saw. Most people, in this study, were attracted 
by natural landscape objects scen in slides, regardless of 
rnanagelnent nr lack of it. And, 7")?ercenl ofthe responses were 
corlcen~ed with various cc3ml:iniilioirs of bees, hills, valleys, 
moilntitins, vrgct;ttictr~, ;~nti  sther ubjccrs descriptive of natural 
landscap cc?r~clitiorls. 

Forest Stands and l'rees 
lTorcintrst among the favoscil Innciscap cleinerits wcre "forest 
stiincls," which iaccoiii~iet! for i~cariy 13 percent of ehe responses 
for scenes of rnanaged and unmair;igetl iandscapes. 170rest. stands 
were reported nearly 40 percent rnrrre fsquenily than any other 
natural ollject, and X I  ~xrccnt of the responses indicated that they 
were liked. Iitrrest ~ tands  c~nt.riSilrutec! 23 percent of the responses 
associateti with viewing scexlcs of rcgcneraiioa, and 82 percent of 
those respcinses intlicnted that viewers liked the regenerating 
forests. For suck sites. forest sl;a;ic!s fikely were reported in lieu of 
regecleratiotl--pri>bahly bec;xuse the term. "regeneration," may nctt 
he meaningful to most resfn!ndents. When the terms, "valleys," 
"hills," "inountiiiris," or "paks,"  wcre modified by &~res@& the 
ha t ions  that were tfescril.ted were liked tntuc than other 
Irxations clescrihed by the ilnmodified terms. Clearly, forests are 
important visual cort.~p~icsih of our  iarldscapes. 

Bare Areas and Rra~sh Cliertri~np 
"Bare areas" rated among the 10 most irequenUy repported natural 
landscape clemcntq, and accctrtiirig tc, a majority of respnses (61 
jxt) .  they were disliked. As might be expected, "barren valieys," 
"hare hills," "bare mountains," and "bare peaks" were also 
disliked. Yet, if any of these features were described as forested, 
grassy, or green. they were liked. 'Two vegetative conditions may 
be related to prccpticrns of bareness. I a ;d scaps  that were 
rep&& as having either "no vegetation" or "no trees" also were 
disliked even rnore than bare areas. Apparently The respondents 
preferred seeing landscapes that S U P ~ J T ~ C ~ ~  trws or some other 
type ctf vegeblion. Moreover, they disliked '"sparse forests" (42 
pt), "sparse vegetztion" (53  pet), or "even-sized trees" (72 pt f ,  
while they preferred "greei~ vcgeiatiolr" (86 p t ) ,  "green valleys" 
(81 p t ) .  "green hills" (80 pce). and "green mountains" (85 pct). 

People saw brush clearings, d:me to favor d.ree growth, as "bare 
areas" or "clcararcuis." In ail iikelibuud, the activities were not 
icdenrified as "trru!ih c ieui~~g%."  frccausc rcslxrndcrlis may have 
been unfairriliar with tlaot t y p  i i i  1ar)il management and with h e  
1erminc:logy uxetf t:, t f c s~~ ihe  i:. Sliniix argn~ncnts could h.2 

applied t o  lyix: c.c~nvcrsir>ns li:r livestr>ck or wildlife. hahitat 
impxovelnelit and to ixec rcgene:iliii>r; after lirt~her hwvestkg, 
bmsia cleilrir~g. or bums. 'I'Plesc nalsintcrprctatioi1'i suggest that 
better publjc iindersfaritijng of sratiiral resource mmagement is 
needed. Gaining iindcrstr;ndi;ig may best be dnnc by listening to 
parpie, Eeanling l.:ow 1iic.v t;.aot rheir i.esoi;rccs managed, then 



adapting managewen4 if possible, for the bemfit of ebe p f l e  
and the resomcts. Accomplbhring the job m y  not be easy. 
Resoume m m g e m  have bgXPl reprted to ha& d i r ~ c d y - ~ t h  
public kmactSons including a tcndenq to seek a change in 
public ophion, but not in thrki. own mkagement Faai"ca 
(Magill 1988). 

Tree R-ceneratbn 
Tree regeneration after thonber harvesting was the subje t  of 
several scenes. Regenemtion was the Iast of the 20 objeets most 
frequently reported by r e p n h n t s .  People reported seeing 
"growtf+" "new grow&," "tree growth." "young trees," 
"plantabom." ̂farms" or "ranches," and "pastures." Bny of these 
could be descriptive of regeneration, and all were liked. In 
general most people looked at scenes of mgeneraGon, but they 
reported seeing "forest stands." 

Many areas ?&at were fully sbcked with regeneration were 
described as "cleaacuts," "cuttings," "bare ares." and "loggingn-- 
all terms accuraely described tlae sites being viewed. Either tk 
respondents were unable to recognize the regeneration on such 
areas, or they simply failed to mention i t  Regardless, when such 
scenes were perceived to involve timber harvesting, most were 
disliked (60 pct). 

"Snags" and "dead trees" accounted for 5 percent of the responses 
of those who viewed scenes of reneneration. but opinions were 

equanlly ddi.bridod kwe$n liking and not fi%ing them. Those &at 
liked the s n e s  and &d trees wem m o n g  the m e m k s  d 
pfe'essiand societies md various consewation o r g m W o n s .  
the o k  h d .  memttcsrs of sportsma's clubs md indus&id 
agscrciations tesdeb to dislike &ad trees ;rand snags. bssibly, they 
associated &ern with fire prevenrion mesages that idea&& snags 
and dead trees as contributors ta the spread of wildfms, whereas 
the other p u p s  saw them as beneficial to wi%dEfe. 

CkarcuOBCrag and Otkr Timber Mmarvestiang 
Despite &e pubbc debate about management versus 
envbmcnta I  protection on public lands in the United States, 
only two mmagement actions were r e p r t d  arnong the 22 most 
frequently r e p o m  objects for scenes of man%& fandscws 
(Table 1). Qm lands where timber himtesting was in progress, 
"forest stands," "muntain ranges," "dome 
"bills," and "bare weas" were reported even more f ~ e n a y  than 
clearcuts. However. in combination, "cfeincuts," "cumgs," 
"clearings," "selection cuts," "partial cuts," "regener&on cuts," 
and "sheltenuood cuu" accounted for a total of 6 percent of all 
objects reported on thberlands. The frequency of response was 
negbgible for the last four cutting types. "Timber cuttings," 
-specified as to type of cutting, were disliked. aicmrding to 64. 
percent of the responses, and "clearings," either tree cuttings or 
h s h  clearings. were &sf&& a m d i n g  to 51 percent. 

64.9 (92D 

Color CQntrdm 



Some maraagers may be swrised to learn that "clearcub" were than for cieaucut~ng. Also, respondents report& seeing 
second b "mads" as rhc must frequently mentioned type of "cuttings," "bgging." and "cleahgs" after viewing scenes that 
landscape management, espeeidjy considering the number of actudiy contin& cclarcuts, but the frequewy of responses was 
appeals and law suits a)ncemed with timber hafvesting. much bss haam for clearcuts as was $he percentage that dismed 
Furthmmore, ciearcur?; were not tle management action that was them. Neveriheless, clearcub amounted for over 3 permnt of the 
most disliked, though they werc more frequently mentioned than responses for areas sub.ject to timber hmesting, and 67 perwnt 
?he other actions &at were disliked mare (Table 2). Dis&e of of the mspnses indicated clewcuts were dismd.  
'"ovegrzing 'bd "poor matra~eanent" was 10 percent greater 

The intensity witfa whicb cleaacuts were disliked was empba- 
sized by respnden& who reported seeing "clearcuts" in natural 
or unmanaged areas. However, the infomation collected did not 
identify specifically what was perceived as clemub, The size of 
whatever was smn psshbly was small enough to have preve~~ted 
accurate discriaination. Mso, people may have reportid various 
cuttings and clearings because heir attention was amacter?; to 
natural openings, bare areas. or sparse tree cover that led them ta 
report what they e x p t e d  to see rather than what was seen 
(Vernon 1968). Wegaudless, reports of disliking clearcuts were 
17 percent greater when people saw scenes of natural meas as 
contrasted with scenes of timber harvesting. 

Membership in different social groups provided some insight into 
who liked or disl&ed clearcuts. Fifteen percent of the Fespnses 
for timber harvest areas indicakd a liking of cleucuts 
pfedo~nantty a5sociakci with people klonging & professiond 
societies, induswial associations, and the undfiliattxl. FifQ-three 
percent of the respnses showed that members of industfid 
associations liked the scenes af ciearcuts, while only 20 percent 
or I a s  indicated that members of professional societies or the 
unartllakd W d  clearcub. The strongest dislilsing, over 80 
percent: of the respnses, was expressed by members sf 
influentid conservatbn groups. Even though a few memkrs of 

sprrsmen's clubs indicated a liking for clearcuts, most responses 
(72 pet) showed nearly as much opposition as anong 
conservation groups. 

'Re unfavorable reactions to clearcuts or &hgs perceived as 
clearcub are in harmony with numerous appeals sf forest plans 
and injunctions against logging that reflect public disenchant- 
ment with cfearcumine. One miizht contend the data are too 
provincial ta merit cokpwison kith a natrionwide public issue. 
However, the dislike associated with clearcutting, ira &is study, 
came from persons who viewed nnumemus scenes of clearcuts 
located in the States of California, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, asld 
Washingtoo. All are Iocations within the heart of the present 
timber controvewy. Thus, the findings seem to support warnings 
that chmge in forest management is needed in the Unikd States. 
Change is mmifesting now as "e&.osystem mmagement" which 
i s  suppse to much forest management in scienmcaEy suprp~ad 
emlogical pincipies at the landscap level. 'Phis. it i s  expect& 
to mate  sushinable forests while poviding a f'ariil rmge of 
taamgibie and inPrtanglble bemfik. At this shge, amording to 
Assistant Semetwy s f  AHcuPtme Jmes  R. Lyons, msystebzi 
management may be "more art than science" (19931. While. it is 
gaining the suppl.e of many peepie, others view it with 
skepdcism. 



'"nis prtpcilr rlcscribed ks different appoach for evaluatbng public 
precp.il:oris anri opinions of marraged Izndscaps. It told what a 
segmeil: i?f the pubiic saw in color slides of marnag& and 
iinmmsged ianr.,dsi.aps and ideo~ified what the respanden& &ed 
and ciisifked about the scenes. Thus, i t  provides support far some 
opinioi~s mm;riagers may htaavi: k d  about public reaction t the 
ncgafiu~: iritlucoce of vwious Isltld managernerlt actions. Ideally, 
the appuacln ,%ill povidc maragers with better understanding of 
public CoiicciYls for the v i sud  i tnpct of resource ~nanagement 
practice:; on wild 1:1~1ctscapes arid make mzu~agement more 
vit;rr:~lly se~isitiiie to public rlexires. 
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