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Abstract

Rosenberger, Randall S.; Smith, Eric L. 1998. Assessing forest scenic beauty impacts of
insects and management. FHTET 98-08. Fort Collins, CO: USDA Forest Service,
Forest Health Protection, Forest Health Technology Enterprise Team. 35 p.

Natural disturbances such asfire, insects, diseases, and severe weather can affect the
perceived scenic beauty of forest landscapes. The impacts of disturbances may be reduced
through management actions, athough it is difficult to determine an appropriate level of
mitigation. A better understanding of how the beauty of forestsis affected by disturbance
would enable more effective and efficient management of them; hence this assessment of
the scientific knowledge concerning the impacts of forest insects on scenic beauty. This
assessment defines management implications, including the degree to which forest insect
impacts on scenic beauty may be partially mitigated through prevention of outbreaks,
control of outbreaks, or other indirect methods such as stand and slash treatment.

The paper discusses relationships between scenic beauty perceptions and certain forest
characteristics such as the presence and dominance of large trees, tree species composi-
tion, and stand age. Stand treatments such as burning, harvesting, treating slash, and
regenerating harvested stands al so affect scenic beauty. Stand treatment impacts on scenic
beauty may be relatively large compared to the impacts caused by insects. A summary of
scenic beauty estimation studies concerning forested landscapesiis presented in tabular
form as an appendix. Thisreview isrestricted to studies conducted on forests located in
the U.S. about the perceptions of U.S. residents. Significant cultural differences may
reduce the transferability of the studies' resultsto forestsin other countries.
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|. Introduction

Numerous laws require implicit or explicit assessments of management impacts on al
forest products and services. For example, the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960
and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) require consideration of al
forest products in National Forest management decisions. In addition, the Forest and
Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 and the National Forest Manage-
ment Act of 1976 specifically identify amenities, including aesthetics, wildlife, and
recreation, that must be considered in a comprehensive assessment of planning and
management. Public concern over these amenities of the natural environment have been
expressed el sewhere such asin the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968.

These laws, however, provide no guidelines or standards to help define and measure
potential trade-off impacts of management actions on forest amenities. One approach to
evaluating management plansisto define aternative futures under different management
scenarios. This approach often requires precision which is only available by quantifying
impacts. Economics uses several methods for quantifying alternative futuresto be used in
economic evaluation of management plans. However, one of the amenities strongly
affected by management decisionsis the appearance, or visual quality, of aforest. The
affect of management actions on the appearance of aforest can provide afoundation for
public perceptions and approval/ disapproval of management actions (Hull 1988).

The appearance of aforest can have significant impacts on forest recreation. The
President's Commission on Americans Outdoors identified natural beauty asthe single
most cited reason for choice of arecreation site (Market Opinion Research 1986).
Sightseeing is one of the most frequent outdoor recreation activities enjoyed by most
people (Cordell et a. 1990; Dwyer 1994). Also, it might be inferred that the appearance
of the forest isan indicator of the quality and effectiveness of forest management.

Much research on quantifying landscape aesthetics has been undertaken over the past few
decades. Zube et al. (1982) identified four different landscape perception research para-
digms—expert, psychophysical, cognitive, and experiential.

 The expert paradigm “involves the evaluation of landscape quality by skilled and
trained observers’.

* The psychophysical paradigm “involves assessment through testing general public or
selected populations’ evaluations of landscape aesthetic qualities or of specific land-
scape properties’.

* The cognitive paradigm “involves a search for human meaning associated with land-
scapes or landscape properties’.



» The experiential paradigm “considers landscape value to be based on the experience
of the human-landscape interaction, whereby both are shaping and being shaped in the
interactive process’ (Zube et al. 1982, p. 8).

In this paper we are concerned with the development and use of the psychophysical
paradigm of landscape assessment, specifically, the Scenic Beauty Estimation (SBE)
method developed by Daniel and Boster (1976).

The SBE method estimates standardized scores of preference judgments for various forest
conditions exhibiting an array of visual quality levels. These scores are then statistically
related to measurable forest characteristics through regression analysis. The relationship
between manageabl e forest characteristics and perceived scenic beauty are used to predict
or evaluate management alternatives for their impacts on scenic beauty.

The structure of thisreport is as follows. First the general results of SBE studies of forest
insect impacts on percelved scenic beauty are presented. Next isareview of how manage-
ment actions (stand treatments) impact public perceptions of scenic beauty. Third, the
implications in managing for forest scenic beauty are reviewed, including generalized
findings on the contributions of manageable forest attributes to the provision of scenic
beauty. The conclusion contains a summary of results along with a discussion of implica-
tions for future research. There are two appendices. Appendix A presents, in tabular form,
information on the SBE studiesin this review. Appendix B discusses the use and imple-
mentation of the SBE method.



|I. The Impact of Forest Insectson
Perceived Scenic Beauty

Forest insects attack trees, leading to defoliation, discoloration of remaining foliage, and/
or tree mortality. This can lead to, in the short term, standing defoliated trees, discolored
foliage, and increased ground litter. In the long term, the effects can be standing dead
trees, dead and downed trees, slash, open canopies which increase sunlight, understory
growth, and/or visual penetration (reduced stand density). Not all of these impacts nega-
tively influence scenic beauty judgments. The natural process of regeneration can lead to
the mitigation of negative scenic beauty impacts over time.

Forest stand changes caused by insects can lead to preferred forest scenic qualities, such
as open, parklike stands. Forest managers must trade short-term damages for long-term
consequences in their decisions. Many insects are a natural and necessary part of, and
play an important role in, sustained forest health (Averill et a., 1995). Introduced or
exotic insects, however, may impact the natural landscape in non-historic ways, leading
to devastating short-term damages. Although aforest may rebound from such damagesin
the long term, the magnitude of the damages and the nonnative status of the causal agent
may require adifferent approach to mitigation of damages in the short term. Therefore,
the forest manager's role in sustaining the health and beauty of aforest isnot a straightfor-
ward decision; it requires many trade-offs between short-term changes and long-term
consequences of natural disturbances such as pests and fires, and human-caused distur-
bances such as harvesting techniques, silvicultural treatments, and the treatment of slash.
Additional difficulties arise when people either are unaware of the necessary trade-offs
between short-term and long-term visual conditions or are unwilling to accept these trade-
offs (i.e., the short-term damages seem more significant to them than the long-term
benefits).

Several studiesinvestigate the direct impact of forest insects on scenic beauty. Four
studies were conducted on the direct impact of forest insects on scenic beauty, three of
which were primarily concerned with the impact of beetles on coniferous forests, and the
other with the impact of the gypsy moth on northern hardwood forests. Two of the studies
were conducted in the West, one in the Southeast, and one in the Northeast. Table 1 lists
the studies on forest insects' direct and indirect impacts on scenic beauty perceptions. No
studies were found that investigated the scenic impacts of diseases and pathogens. How-
ever, general extensions of the insect results to diseases and pathogens should berela
tively straightforward, since the general public may not be able to distinguish between
insect and disease causal agents.



Table 1. Sudies Quantifying the Impacts of Forest I nsects on Scenic Beauty.

Southern Pine M ountain Pine Western Spruce G M oth
Beetle Beetle Budworm ypsy
Buhyoff & Leuschner Hollenhorst et al.
(1978) Buhyoff et al. (1982)  Buyoff et al. (1982) (1993)
Buhyoff & Wellman
(1980) Hull et al. (1984)

Schroeder & Daniel

Buhyoff et al. (1980) (1981)

Vining et al. (1984)

Buhyoff and Leuschner (1978) estimated the impact of southern pine beetle on the scenic
beauty of distant landscapes of an eastern coniferous forest along the Blue Ridge Park-
way. Thisinsect kills pines, often in large, contiguous patches. The effect ismost visible
when the needles have turned red on the dead trees. The exact impact of these beetles on
the landscape was not described other than that the affected areas were concentrated as
depicted in photos (presumably from group kills). This area was chosen because it best
represented an intensively used (viewed) landscape in which management actions could
have a substantial impact on protecting or restoring scenic beauty. Buhyoff et al. (1980)
replicated the model in alater study with different observers.

Overadll, this study showed beetle damage decreased the scenic beauty of the landscape.
This effect was strongest up to 10 percent damage, then tapered off at arapid rate for
additional damage. The management implications are that a preventive stance would
produce the greatest benefits, but that once the damage reached 10 percent, there would
be little reason, from a scenic beauty standpoint, for aggressive management tactics.
Other factors, however, may require aggressive management beyond this 10 percent
threshold, such asincreasesin fire danger or concerns about providing critical habitat for
threatened and endangered species.

Buhyoff et al. (1982) investigated the impact of mountain pine beetle and western spruce
budworm on the scenic beauty of western coniferous (predominantly ponderosa pine)
forest landscapes in the Colorado Front Range. The mountain pine beetle kills the pine
treesit inhabits. Western spruce budworm defoliates conifers by eating the needles,
although the trees often recover, they can die in severe outbreaks. The photo representa-
tions were of distant forest vistas with short-term insect damages such as fader (yellowish



crown), black top (crown), and red top (crown) foliage discoloration. The damage was
measured using areliable damaged areaidentification rule as the percent of the total
photo area exhibiting one or more of the above-listed damages.

They found that mid-view damages had a generally negative effect on perceived scenic
beauty. Red topsin the distant view had a negative effect on scenic beauty perceptions for
those observerstold of its presence, but no significant impact for uninformed viewers.
Overall, insect damages in the far-view had a negative effect on perceived scenic beauty.
They also found level landscapes with homogeneous vegetative cover were more nega-
tively impacted by insect damage, while perceived insect damage on landscapes with
diverse forest structures and mountainous terrain had a minimal effect on scenic beauty.

Schroeder and Daniel (1981) investigated the near-view impacts of mountain pine beetle
on scenic beauty judgments of western coniferous forests in the Colorado Front Range.
For the in-stand analysis, the number per acre of dead ponderosa pine was used as the
measure of insect damage. Other damages included defoliation and foliage discoloration.
The measure of insect damage was chosen to aid the transfer of the ponderosa pine
northern Arizona model to a ponderosa pine landscape in the Colorado Front Range
where beetle-killed pine was visible in the | atter region but not in the former. They found
theinclusion of the insect damage measure accounted for approximately three percent of
the 60 percent total variation explained by the scenic beauty model. Thislevel of statisti-
cal explanatory power is consistent with the effect of adead trees variable included in
Ribe's (1990) genera model for northern hardwood forests.

Hollenhorst et al. (1993) investigated the effects of gypsy moth in eastern hardwood
(predominantly oak) forests on near-view scenic beauty judgments. Gypsy moth, like
western spruce budworm, defoliates trees by eating leaveswhileinitslarval stage. Trees
can die from severe repeated defoliations. Their specific study area was Somerset County
in southwestern Pennsylvaniain the Central Appalachian Plateau. In the study area,
sample plots were chosen for photographic representation, encompassing moth-caused
tree mortality percentages ranging from six to 98 percent, with a mean mortality rate of
28 percent. Other damages included short-term effects of tree defoliation and nuisances
such as the presence of caterpillars, leaf fragments, and frass.

They found scenic beauty actually increased with up to 30 to 40 percent tree mortality, but
then rapidly dropped. This may have been the result of Eastern hardwood forests more
rapid decomposition of downed dead trees and vegetative understory regrowth. A reduc-
tion in forest density alows additional sunlight to penetrate the forest canopy, increasing
understory growth such as flowering mountain laurel, and increasing visual penetration.
They also estimated the impacts of damage on the likelihood of the same sample to
recreate at a site similar to the one in the photos. They found that the desirability of a
particular site for recreation was greatly influenced by the scenic quality of that site.



A direct comparison cannot be made across the different studies because of different
observer vantage points (near-view versus far-view), and because of different forest types
and geographic locations (coniferous versus deciduous, and Eastern versus Western). The
Hollenhorst et al. study measures the impact of gypsy moth in the long term astree
mortality. In the moist climates of the East, the effect of slash and downed dead treesis
negligible compared to the longer term impacts in the arid climates of the West, where
dead timber and slash decompose more slowly. Therefore, management of these areas can
be quite different. For instance, in Eastern forests, controlling moth populations may be
the best management plan. In Western forests, the prevention of beetle outbreaks may
produce the largest benefit, but once an outbreak exceeds 10 percent damage, intervention
may not significantly contribute to perceived scenic beauty maintenance. Also, before any
management decision is made, the area affected needs to be considered. The location of
the area has important implications for the overall impact of insects on scenic beauty.
More intensively used and viewed landscapes probably require more intensive manage-
ment, since larger levels of benefits are at risk.

Forest insects and diseases can affect the perceived scenic beauty of aforest in many
ways, several of which have been discussed. However, management actions can also
impact scenic beauty, and these impacts may be relatively large compared to those of
insects. The next section presents general findings on the impacts of different stand
treatments on scenic beauty perceptions. In this way, both the direct impacts of forest
insects on scenic beauty and the impacts of alternative management actions can be de-
duced.



[I1. Impacts of Sand Treatmentson
Scenic Beauty

Table 2 lists several studies investigating the impacts of stand treatments on scenic
beauty, including burning, harvesting, slash, regeneration, and thinning. While thelist is
not exhaustive, it does support the general effects of these treatments on the visual quality
of the stands. The general impacts of stand treatments as found in the studies of Table 2
are asfollows.

Table 2. Sudies Quantifying the Relationship between Scenic Beauty and Stand

Treatment
Burning Harvests Slash Regeneration Thinning
Anderson et al. (1982) Arthur (1977) Anderson et al. (1982) Arthur (1977) Arthur (1977)
Patey & Evans (1979) ﬁ%%slf’)“ & Ullrich Arthur (1977) Hull & Buhyoff (1986)  Hull et al. (1987)
Rudis et al. (1988) Daniel & Boster (1976) Benson & Ullrich (1981)  Rudis et al. (1988) McCool et al. (1986)

Brown & Daniel (1984, Schroeder & Daniel

Taylor & Daniel (1984) Hull & Buhyoff (1986) Patey & Evans (1979)

1986) (1981)
MecCool et al. (1986) Daniel & Boster (1976) Rudis et al. (1988)
Daniel & Schroeder Schroeder & Daniel
Vodak et al. (1985) (1979) (1981)

Ribe (1990)
Ruddell et al. (1989)

Schroeder & Daniel
(1981)

Vining et al. (1984)
Vodak et al. (1985)

Fire damage to forest stands immediately reduces the scenic beauty of the area, the
magnitude of the impact depending on the severity of the fire and the level and timing of
recovery. Prescribed burns were found to negatively impact scenic beauty in the short
term, but with ground vegetation recovery, prescribed burns can enhance scenic beauty
after afew years. Thisis primarily due to the elimination of slash after harvest or increas-
ing visual penetration through reducing understory density. More severe prescribed burns
may decrease scenic beauty, since they may leave visible scars.

Harvesting probably has the greatest potential for negatively impacting scenic beauty in
the short run, and may confound all other relationships between forest characteristics and
scenic beauty. Uneven-aged stands have more structural diversity, thus partially mitigat-
ing the overall impacts of harvesting on scenic beauty. Clear-cutting of even-aged stands
has the greatest negative impact on scenic beauty in the short run. Some shelterwood cuts
reduce the overall impact of harvesting even-aged stands on scenic beauty, but are still



preferred substantially to pre-harvest stands. This leads to the generalization that the more
trees removed per acre, the lower the scenic quality of the stand.

Slash has a high negative impact on scenic beauty. The degree of thisimpact depends on
the forest type, the size and amount of the slash, and the vertical height of the slash.
Several management practices can significantly mitigate slash impacts on scenic beauity,
including burning, removal, lopping, and chipping and spreading. In more humid cli-
mates, the presence of slash may have fairly short-term effects due to the more rapid
natural decomposition of ground material.

Regeneration after stand harvest can have strong impacts on future scenic beauty. Planted
stands are preferred over naturally regenerated stands. The duration of harvest activities
visual damage to alandscape depends greatly on the regenerative capabilities of specific
forest types, climate, management techniques, and degree or severity of damages. Thin-
ning of stands can both increase scenic beauty beyond that of naturally regenerated stands
and decrease the duration of damages. This could be the result of increasing visual pen-
etration through removal of understory slash and diseased or damaged trees, thus creating
open parklike stands.

All of the above results and implications for insect damage control or prevention and
management effects on scenic beauty are generalizations. Some of the variability among
the different studiesis probably due to different applications of the methodology, differ-
ences in the resources being valued, and differences in the samples.



V. Management Implications

Table 3 lists several studies investigating the impact of management influenced stand
variables on scenic beauty, including the presence of large trees, species composition of a
forest, stand age, tree density, understory, and vegetative groundcover. Thislist is not
exhaustive of studies on forest stand variables. It isonly intended to provide information
on what evidence has been found in this area. The presence and dominance of large trees
(typically 3 15 inches diameter at breast heightl) in aforest stand has a strong, positive
effect on scenic beauty. The presence of large trees is most important in stands with fewer
trees per acre, and is positively correlated with stand age. Large tree sizeis asignificant
variable of scenic beauty explanation in most models, including Ribe's (1990) general
model for various deciduous forest types.

Diameter at breast height (dbh) is the diameter of atree trunk measured 54 inches above

the ground.

Table 3. Sudies Quantifying the Impacts of Management Variables on Scenic

Beauty
Presence of Species , Vegetative
pecies Sand Age Tree Density Understory 9
Large Trees Composition Groundcover
Arthur (1977) Brown & Daniel Brown & Daniel Arthur (1977) Hollenhorst et al. Arthur (1977)

Brown & Daniel
(1984, 1986)

Buhyoff et al.
(1986)

Daniel & Boster
(1976)

Daniel &
Schroeder (1979)

Hull & Buhyoff
(1986)

Ribe (1990)

Ruddell et al.
(1989)

Rudis et al. (1988)

Schroeder &
Daniel (1981)

Vodak et al. (1985)

(1984)

Daniel &
Schroeder (1979)

Ribe (1990)

Schroeder &
Daniel (1981)

(1984)

Buhyoff et al.
(1986)

Daniel & Boster
(1976)

Hollenhorst et al.

(1993)

Hull & Buyoff
(1986)

Hull et al. (1987)

Shcroeder &
Daniel (1981)

Brown & Daniel
(1984, 1986)

Buhyoff et al.
(1982)

Buhyoff et al.
(1986)

Hollenhorst et al.
(1993)

Hull & Buyoff
(1986)

Ribe (1990)

Ruddell et al.
(1989)

Rudis et al. (1988)

Schroeder &
Daniel (1981)

Vodak et al. (1985)

(1993)
Hull et al. (1987)

Patey & Evans
(1979)

Ruddell et al.
(1989)

Rudis et al. (1988)

Schroeder &
Daniel (1981)

Brown & Daniel
(1984, 1986)

Daniel & Boster
(1976)

Daniel & Schroeder
(1979)

Hull et al. (1987)

Ribe (1990)

Schroeder & Daneil
(1981)




Species composition, the mix of dominant tree species with nondominant species, has a
strong, positive effect on perceived scenic beauty. Several studies on ponderosa pine
forests show improved scenic beauty when other species are present, including oaks,
junipers, aspen, birch, and firs. The presence of flowering mountain laurel has a strong
positive effect on scenic beauty of Northern hardwood forests. Species composition is
also positive and significant in Ribe's (1990) general model, where white-barked birch
and aspen added to perceived beauty in hardwood forests.

Stand age has a strong, positive effect on perceived scenic beauty. Thisis evident from
and consistent with the positive effect of large trees, and the negative effect of dense,
small trees (saplings and young poles) on scenic beauty. In some cases mature, even-aged
stands are preferred over uneven-aged stands. However, in other cases vertical diversity
in standsis preferred over homogeneous stands.

Tree density effects on scenic beauty are found to be more problematic in their modeling.
For instance, the density of saplings has a negative effect, while with large trees, astree
density increases per acre, the effect grows more positive. Several studies adopt the use of
aquadratic specification of this variable, allowing for too many or too few trees per acre,
where an optimal density isidentified. Any change from this optimal density resultsin a
decrease in perceived scenic beauty. A more open and parklike stand is preferred over
dense forest stands, whether the stand contains saplings and young trees or large trees.
Forest density in the quadratic form noted above is aso a strong indicator of scenic
beauty in Ribe's (1990) general model.

Understory, including seedlings and shrubs, has a varied impact on perceived scenic
beauty of forest stands. It has a negative effect on scenic beauty by reducing visual pen-
etration, as would be expected when open, parklike stands are preferred. However, under-
story and the diversity of the understory improves the scenic beauty of Western forests. In
several studies, understory is not significant in explaining scenic beauty.

Vegetative groundcover (grasses, forbs, and seedlings) has a positive effect on scenic
beauty, especially in Western forests. Typically, the benefits of groundcover for scenic
beauty are greatest with thefirst few increments of groundcover, with additional incre-
ments exhibiting diminishing marginal benefits. In Western forests, groundcover in open,
parklike stands results in above-average scenic beauty. This variable also is significant in
explaining scenic beauty in Ribe's (1990) general model.

All of the above relationships between perceived scenic beauty of forest stands and the
forest stand variables have implications for forest management. Selective cutting would
be preferred over clear-cutting, while use of herbicides would have different effects
depending on the context of the application. Longer rotation periods would result in a
greater flow of scenic beauty benefits.
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The challenge of managing stands for desirable scenic beauty characteristicsis, of course,
that what 1ooks good now may be at high risk for change in the future. In genera, the
types of characteristics preferred by those in the studies are not those which create ahigh
risk for catastrophic change by fire or insects.

Decisions concerning the efficient provision of scenic beauty should take into account the
costs of the provision. Different treatments may result in the same level of benefits but
have different costs associated with them. One objective in forest management may be to
maximize net benefits (total benefits less total costs) from aforest stand that includes
multiple uses such as harvesting, recreation, and scenic quality. Another objective in
forest management may be to minimize costs of specific production levels of one or more
products or services from aforest. Scenic quality may be one of these products. The
Scenic Beauty Estimation method is one way to quantify scenic quality of alandscapein
order to compare the marginal costs of provision of scenic beauty with the marginal
benefits derived from an incremental increase in management for scenic beauty. It also
allows for trade-off identification with other forest products and services.

11



V. Discussion and Conclusions

The Scenic Beauty Estimation (SBE) method is a psychophysical approach to quantita-
tively measuring the scenic beauty, or visual quality, of landscapes. The SBE method
conceptualizes the relationship between the observer and the landscape as interactive (for
instance, beauty is neither solely "in the eye of the beholder” nor a property of the land-
scape). The SBE method uses both landscape properties and standardized observer ratings
to determine quality scores. The estimation and subsequent predictive abilities of the
method allows forest managers to gain an understanding of how their actions affect scenic
beauty. From this knowledge, managers can design forest plans that are sensitive to
jointly produced scenic beauty and secondary services (for example, increased recre-
ational quality, improved property values) of forests.

The consistent application of research methods has been identified as an important re-
sponsibility of scenic beauty researchers. Comparisons of research results from different
studies are difficult enough without compounding the problem with increased diversity of
application. The fragmentation of studies limits the usefulness of the studies and makes
application of the findings virtually nontransferable to other sites. Ribe (1990) identified
the need for agenerally valid model that exhibits greater applicability across different
forests, potentially reducing time and effort requirements for future applications of the
method by managers. An additional concern isthe effect of different contexts on ob-
server-judged scenic beauty. Different contexts surrounding the judgments can further
compound the difficulties of information transfer and application of past research results
to other areas and disturbance agents.

Asisevident from the discussion of the impacts of forest insects on scenic beauty, these
impacts have strong management implications. The prescription from the research is that
forest scenic beauty of the interior West is affected for alonger period of time, due prima-
rily to therelatively slow natural regeneration of the forests. The same impact in Eastern
forests will probably be of a shorter duration because of the humid climate and the rela-
tively more rapid regenerative abilities of these forests.

Three main factors that can affect scenic beauty include temporal, spatial, and structural
components of forest dynamics. Forests are ever-changing products of natural processes
that can be resilient to natural disturbances and human actions. Impacts on forest scenic
beauty that are substantially negative in the short term, often can be naturally mitigated
over time. Hull and Buhyoff (1986) develop the Scenic Beauty Temporal Distribution
method that simulates and eval uates scenic beauty through time. Dynamic, or temporal,
models are useful tools that provide valuable information to decision makers. The tempo-
ral span can cover the length of a management action, such as a harvest rotation period. It
can also provide additional information on the implications of possible exchanges of
scenic beauty for economic efficiency in stand rotations, including replanting of harvested
sites, silvicultural treatments during stand regrowth such as thinning, and length of

12



rotation. Ribe (1991) investigated the flow of scenic beauty over time for even-aged
versus uneven-aged management of northern hardwood forests, finding uneven-aged
management produces higher long-term scenic beauty values than even-aged manage-
ment; and that naturally regenerated old-growth hardwood forests (>200 years.) in un-
even-aged management produced the highest value of scenic beauty while clear-cutting in
even-aged management produced the lowest scenic beauty value. These results may not
transfer to different biological situations.

Spatial factors may slightly mitigate perceived scenic beauty impacts. For example,
because Eastern deciduous forests are significantly different from Western coniferous
forests the same level of disturbance resultsin vastly different impacts on scenic beauty.
Also, structural components of landscapes such as the presence of mountains or water
(lakes, rivers), forest type, and human structures (such as homes and devel oped recreation
facilities), affect judgments of scenic beauty. Future research on the scenic beauty of
natural landscapes needs to be concerned with these issues. A dynamic approach to forest
scenic management isimportant. Visual, vegetation, and stand management systems are
evolving in this direction.

Further standardization of the SBE method is needed before comparability of the models
and their results can become awidely useful tool. Individualsinvolved in planning,
management, and policy can greatly benefit from the information gained from SBE
studies, which allows easier identification of the trade-offs and value conflicts in manage-
ment alternatives. Knowledge of the scenic consequences of policies, along with other
consequences of management decisions and actions, is valuable to the decision maker.
Models need to be in aformat that decision makers, managers, and stakeholders can
readily use to compare management options so that they can make relevant trade-offs
(see, for example, Orland 1994). The results from such models may be used for conflict
resolution, decision making, and the development of new policy and regulation. Addition-
aly, the results may provide an invaluable method for attaining public involvement,
extension, and education activities. Many advances have been made toward attaining
these goals (Daniel et al. 1992; Orland and LaFontaine 1991; Orland et al. 1993).

13



VI. References

Anderson, LindaM. 1981. Land use designations affect perception of scenic beauty in
forest landscapes. Forest Science. 27(2): 392-400.

Anderson, LindaM.; Levi, Daniel J.; Daniel, Terry C.; Dieterich, John J. 1982. The
esthetics effects of prescribed burning: A case study. Res. Note RM-413. Fort
Callins, Colorado: USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range
Experiment Station. 5 p.

Arthur, L. M. 1977. Predicting scenic beauty of forest environments: Some empirical
tests. Forest Science. 23(2): 151-160.

Averill, Robert D.; Larson, Louise; Saveland, Jim; Wargo, Philip; Williams, Jerry;
Bellinger, Melvin. 1995. Disturbance processes and ecosystem management.
Washington, DC: USDA. 13 p.

Benson, Robert E.; Ullrich, James R. 1981. Visua impacts of forest management activi-
ties: Findings on public preferences. Res. Pap. INT-262. Ogden, Utah: USDA
Forest Service, Intermountain Forest and Range Experiment Station. 14 p.

Bosselmann, P; Craik, H. K. 1989. Perceptual simulations of environments. In: Bechtel,
R.; Marans, R.; Michelson, W., eds. Methods in environmental and behavioral
research. New York, New York: Van Norstrand Reinhold. 162-190. Brown, Tho-
mas C. 1987. Production and cost of scenic beauty: Examples for a ponderosa
pine forest. Forest Science. 33(2): 394-410.

Brown, Thomas C.; Daniel, Terry C. 1984. Modeling forest scenic beauty: Concepts and
application to ponderosa pine. Res. Pap. RM-256. Fort Collins, Colorado: USDA
Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station. 35 p.

Brown, Thomas C.; Daniel, Terry C. 1986. Predicting scenic beauty of timber stands.
Forest Science. 32(2): 471-487.

Brown, Thomas C.; Daniel, Terry C. 1987. Context effects in perceived environmental
quality assessment: Scene selection and landscape quality ratings. Journal of
Environmental Psychology. 7: 233-250.

Brown, Thomas C.; Daniel, Terry C. 1990. Scaling of ratings: Concepts and methods.

Res. Pap. RM-293. Fort Collins, Colorado: USDA Forest Service, Rocky Moun-
tain Forest and Range Experiment Station. 24 p.

14



Brown, Thomas C.; Daniel, Terry C.; Richards, Merton T.; King, David A. 1988. Recre-
ation participation and the validity of photo-based preference judgments. Journal
of Leisure Research. 20(4): 40-60.

Buhyoff, Gregory J.; Hull IV, R. B.; Lien, J. N.; Cordell, H. K. 1986. Prediction of scenic
quality for southern pine stands. Forest Science. 32(3): 769-778.

Buhyoff, Gregory J.; Leuschner, William A. 1978. Estimating psychological disutility
from damaged forest stands. Forest Science. 24(3): 242-432.

Buhyoff, Gregory J.; Leuschner, William A.; Arndt, Linda K. 1980. Replication of a
scenic preference function. Forest Science. 26(2): 227-230.

Buhyoff, Gregory J.; Wellman, J. D. 1979. Seasonality bias in landscape preference
research. Leisure Sciences. 2(2): 181-190.

Buhyoff, Gregory J.; Wellman, J. D. 1980. The specification of anonlinear psychophysi-
cal function for visual landscape dimensions. Journal of Leisure Research. 12:
257-272.

Buhyoff, Gregory J.; Wellman, J. D.; Daniel, Terry C. 1982. Predicting scenic quality for
mountain pine beetle and western spruce budworm damaged forest vistas. Forest
Science. 28(4): 827-838.

Cordell, H. Ken; Bergstrom, John C.; Hartman, Lawrence A.; English, Donald B. K.
1990. An analysis of the outdoor recreation and wilderness situation in the United
States: 1989-2040. Gen. Tech. Rep. RM-189. Fort Collins, Colorado: USDA
Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station. 113 p.

Daniel, T. C.; Orland, B.; Hetherington, J.; Paschke, J. L.. 1992. Public perceptions and
attitudes regarding spruce bark beetle damage to forest resources: A case study on
the Chugach National Forest. Final Report. USDA Forest Service, Forest Pest
Management-Region 4 and Methods Application Group (FPM-MAG). 80 p.

Daniel, Terry C.; Anderson, LindaM.; Schroeder, Herbert W.; Wheeler 111, Lawrence.
1977. Mapping the scenic beauty of forest landscapes. Leisure Science. 1(1): 35-
52.

Danidl, Terry C.; Boster, Ron S. 1976. Measuring landscape esthetics: The scenic beauty
estimation method. Res. Pap. RM-167. Fort Collins, Colorado: USDA Forest
Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station. 66 p.

Daniel, Terry C.; Brown, Thomas C.; King, David A.; Richards, Merton T.; Stewart,
William P. 1989. Perceived scenic beauty and contingent valuation of forest
campgrounds. Forest Science. 35(1): 76-90.

15



Daniel, Terry C.; Schroeder, Herbert. 1979. Scenic beauty estimation model: Predicting
perceived beauty of forest landscapes. In: Elsner, G H.; Smardon, R. C., tech.
coord. Proceedings of our national landscape: A conference on applied techniques
for analysis and management of the visual resource; 1979 April 23-25; Incline
Village, NV. Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-35. Berkeley, Californias USDA Forest Ser-
vice, Pacific Southwest Forest and Range Experiment Station. 514-523.

Dwyer, John F. 1994. Customer diversity and the future demand for outdoor recreation.
Gen. Tech. Rep. RM-252. Fort Collins, Colorado: USDA Forest Service, Rocky
Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station. 58 p.

Hollenhorst, Steven J.; Brock, Samuel M.; Freimund, Wayne A.; Twery, Mark J. 1993.
Predicting the effects of gypsy moth on near-view aesthetic preferences and
recreation appeal. Forest Science. 39(1): 28-40.

Hull, R. B., IV; Buhyoff, G J. 1986. The scenic beauty temporal distribution method: An
attempt to make scenic beauty assessments compatible with forest planning
efforts. Forest Science. 32(2): 271-286.

Hull, R. Bruce, IV. 1988. Forest visual quality management and research. In: Watson, A.
H. comp. Outdoor recreation benchmark 1988: Proceedings of the national out-
door recreation forum; 1988 January 13-14; Tampa, FL. Gen. Tech. Rep. SE-52.
Asheville, North Carolinas USDA Forest Service, Southeastern Forest Experiment
Station. 485-498.

Hull, R. Bruce, 1V; Buhyoff, G J.; Cordell, H. Ken. 1987. Psychophysical models: An
example with scenic beauty perceptions of roadside pine forests. Landscape
Journal. 6: 113-122.

Hull, R. Bruce, IV; Buhyoff, Gregory J.; Daniel, Terry C. 1984. Measurement of scenic
beauty: The law of comparative judgment and scenic beauty estimation proce-
dures. Forest Science. 30(4): 1084-1096.

Hull, R. Bruce, IV; Stewart, W. P. 1992. Validity of photo-based scenic beauty judgments.
Journal of Environmental Psychology. 12: 101-114.

Market Opinion Research. 1986. Final report of a nationwide survey of outdoor recre-
ation participation. Unpublished report prepared for the President’s Commission
on Americans Outdoors.

McCool, Stephen F.; Benson, Robert E.; Ashor, Joseph L. 1986. How the public perceives
the visual effects of timber harvesting: An evaluation of interest group prefer-
ences. Environmental Management. 10(3): 385-391.

16



Orland, B. 1994. SmartForest: 3-D interactive forest visualization and analysis. Decision
Support 2001, American Society for Photogrammetry and Remote Sensing,
Washington, DC. 12 p.

Orland, B.; Daniel, T. C.; Hetherington, J.; Paschke, J. L. 1993. Visualization of forest
management issues on the Dixie National Forest. Final Report. USDA Forest
Service, Forest Pest Management-Region 4 and Methods A pplication Group
(FPM-MAG). 60 p.

Orland, B.; LaFontaine, J. 1991. Devel opment and description of avisua image database
for visual simulation of western spruce budworm impact. Project Final Report.
USDA Forest Service, Forest Pest Management, Methods A pplication Group
(FPM-MAG). 24 p.

Patey, Roberta C.; Richard M. Evans. 1979. Identification of scenically preferred forest
landscapes. In: Elsner, G H.; Smardon, R. C., tech. coord. Proceedings of our
national landscape: A conference on applied techniques for analysis and manage-
ment of the visual resource; 1979 April 23-25; Incline Village, NV. Berkeley,
Californiac USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Forest and Range Experi-
ment Station. 532-538.

Ribe, Robert G. 1988. Getting the scenic beauty estimation method to aratio scale: A
simple revision to assess positive and negative landscapes. In: Lawrence, D.;
Habe, R.; Hacker, A.; Sherrod, D., compilers. EDRA 19/1988: Peopl€e's needs,
planet management, paths to coexistence. Oklahoma City, Oklahoma: Environ-
mental Design Research Association. 41-47.

Ribe, Robert G 1989. The aesthetics of forestry: What has empirical preference research
taught us? Environmental Management. 13(1): 55-74.

Ribe, Robert G 1990. A general model for understanding the perception of scenic beauty
in northern hardwood forests. Landscape Journal. 9(2): 86-101.

Ribe, Robert G. 1991. The scenic impact of key forest attributes and long-term manage-
ment alternatives for hardwood forests. In: Proceedings. 8th Central Hardwood
Forest Conference; 1991 March 4-6; University Park, PA. Gen. Tech. Rep. NE-
148. Radnor, PA: USDA Forest Service, Northeastern Forest Experiment Station.
34-54.

Richards, Merton T.; King, David A.; Daniel, Terry C.; Brown, Thomas C. 1990. The lack
of an expected relationship between travel cost and contingent val ue estimates of
forest recreation value. Leisure Sciences. 12: 303-319.

17



Ruddell, Edward J.; Gramann, James H.; Rudis, Victor A.; Westphal, Joanne M. 1989.
The psychological utility of visual penetration in near-view forest scenicbeauty
models. Environment and Behavior. 21(4): 393-412.

Rudis, V. A.; Gramann, J. H.; Ruddell, E. J.; Westphal, J. M. 1988. Forest inventory and
management-based visual preference models of southern pine stands. Forest
Science. 34(4): 846-863.

Schroeder, Herbert W.; Danidl, Terry C. 1980. Predicting the scenic quality of forest road
corridors. Environment and Behavior. 12(3): 349-366.

Schroeder, Herbert W.; Daniel, Terry C. 1981. Progress in predicting the perceived scenic
beauty of forest landscapes. Forest Science. 27(1): 71-80.

Taylor, Jonathan G; Daniel, Terry C. 1984. Prescribed fire: Public education and percep-
tion. Journal of Forestry. 82(6): 361-365.

Vining, Joanne; Daniel, Terry C.; Schroeder, Herbert W. 1984. Predicting scenic beauty in
forested residential landscapes. Journal of Leisure Research. 16: 124-135.

Vodak, M. C.; Roberts, P. L.; Wellman, J. D.; Buhyoff, G. J. 1985. Scenic impacts of
eastern hardwood management. Forest Science. 31(2): 289-302.

Wade, G. 1982. The relationship between landscape preference and looking time: A
methodological investigation. Journal of Leisure Research. 14: 217-222.

Zube, E. H.; Simcox, D. E.; Law, C. S. 1987. Perceptual landscape simulations: History
and prospect. Landscape Journal. 6: 62-80.

Zube, ErvinH.; Sell, J. L.; Taylor, J. G 1982. Landscape perception: Research, applica-
tion and theory. Landscape Planning. 9: 1-33.

18



Appendix A: Scenic Beauty Estimation
Sudies

19



TableAl. Scenic Beauty Estimation Studies

Observer Visual Visual
Researchers Location Forest Type I mpact Key Poaint(s)
Group Range
Agent
. Labels: land . .
Anderson Psychology Northern Conifer- use Mid to  Labels have significant
1981 students Arizona ous . . far impact.
designations
Anderson et College Northern  Conifer- Fire Near Estimates prescribed
al. 1982 students Arizona ous burning impacts.
Develops 3 models
Students; —physical features,
Forest timber cruise, and
Arthur 1977 Service No‘rthern Conifer- Manage- Near deS}gn 1nveptory—1n‘
landscape Arizona ous ment which the timber cruise
architects; model is the most
residents efficient predictive
model.
Students, Harvesting,
Benson & teachers, @ Montana, Conifer- season, Near to gzg;zal ;?Srgzg?ﬂfne
Ullrich 1981 research- Idaho ous time, roads, mid . P S
ors & trails improves scenic beauty.
Student, . . .
Brown 1987 church, Noirthern Conifer- Harvest Near Estimates cost of scenic
. Arizona ous beauty.
civic
Brown & Student, Northern  Conifer- Derives management
. church, . Harvest Near . ..
Daniel 1984 .. Arizona ous implications.
civic
Cross-validation
Student, . .
Brown & Northern  Conifer- experiments,
. church, . Pre-harvest Near .
Daniel 1986 civic Arizona ous consistency across
observer groups.
Brown & Northern  Conifer- Context Context has significant
. Students . effects: Near impact on SB
Daniel 1987 Arizona ous .
harvest judgements.
Northern Direct vs Onsite direct judgments
Brown et al. Onsite Arizona, Conifer- ) of SB (and WTP) are
photo-based Near .
1988 campers camp- ous . higher than photo-based
evaluations .
grounds judgments.
No.r thern . Forest SBE and recreation
Brown et al. Arizona, Conifer- . .
Campers characteris- Near value judgments are
1990 developed ous . . .
. tics nearly identical.
campsites
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TableAl. Scenic Beauty Estimation Studies (continued)

Visual

Researchers Observer Location Forest Type I mpact Visual Key Point(s)
Group Range
Agent
Paired comparisons;
largest impact up to
Students, )
Buhyoff & foresters,  Blue Ridge Decidu- Southern Mid to 10% damage; knowledge
Leuschner ) of pest damage
nonforest- Parkway  ous pine beetle  far .

1978 ors decreases judgments;
consistency across
observer groups.

Law of Comparative
Judgments. Includes
Southern three studies. Tests
Buhyoff & . . . with and without pest
Blue Ridge Decidu- pine beetle, . . -
Wellman Students Far information groupings.
Parkway  ous snow, and .
1980 . Discovers a
mountains .
comprehensive
logarithmic stimulus-
response function.
Paired comparisons;
Buhyoff Blue Ridge Decidu- Southern Mid to finds Buhyoff & .
Students . Leuschner 1978 is

et al. 1980 Parkway  ous pine beetle  far . .
reliable and predictively
valid.

No difference between
Mountain observer group

Buhyoff Students, Colorado Conifer- Pine beetle, Judgmgnts; ‘SB.E and

church, Front western Far LCY yield similar

et al. 1982 ous S .

PTA Range spruce metrics; information on
budworm pest damage impacts
SB judgments.
Buhyoff North Conifer- Forest Evaluates SB of current
Students Carolina e Near and future forest stands
et al. 1986 . ous conditions
Piedmont by age class.
. Similarities and
Daniel & 250?1112?1; Northern  Conifer- I;lz;‘;esg_ Near to differences across
Boster 1976  5'0UPS Arizona ous g mid observer groups; photo
categories ment .1
validity.
Daniel & Forest
Unidenti- Northern Conifer- composition Identifies limitations of
Schroeder . Near
fied Arizona ous and model.
1979 .
condition

Daniel Students Northern  Conifer- Manage- Near to ODfeg(I:grllabIesade\;ilopment

et al. 1977 Arizona ous ment mid pping

21

technology.



TableAl. Scenic Beauty Estimation Studies (continued)

Observer Visual Visual
Researchers G Location Forest Type I mpact Key Point(s)
roup Range
Agent
Northern Comparison of WTP
Daniel Campers Arizona, Conifer- Manacement Near and SBE results in a
et al. 1989 P camp- ous g strong linear
grounds relationship.
Information on insect
3 interest damage has minimal
groups: Central effect; SB estimates
Hollenhorst preserva- Appalachi- Decidu- Gvosv moth  Near increase up to 30-40%
et al. 1993 tion, bp ous ypsy damage; SBE and
e . an Plateau .
utilization, recreation value
neutral judgments are nearly
identical.
Virginia
Piedmont Development of Scenic
and Beauty Temporal
Hull & Coastal Conifer- Distribution model to
Buhyoff Students Plain; ous Management Near track SBEs across
1986 North planning horizon.
Carolina Identifies strengths and
Coastal weaknesses.
Plain
Finds SBE and Law of
Hull et al. Student, Colorado Conifer- Mountain Compara'ltlve Judgment
1984 church, Front ous pine beetle Far methods' results are
PTA Range similar. Tests for
convergence validity.
Virginia
Piedmont
and Tests alternative
Hull et al. Coastal  (onifer- Roadside functional forms;
1987 Students Plain; ous stands Near importance of
North documentation of
Carolina empirical studies.
Coastal
Plain
Onsite Colorado's Investigates context
Hull & hikers, . . effects on SB
White Conifer- Context Near to .
Stewart up-and . judgments; finds photo-
N . River NF  ous effects far .
1992 downbhill; . based judgments may
trail ;
students not be valid.
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TableAl. Scenic Beauty Estimation Studies (continued)

Observer Visual Visual
Researchers G Location Forest Type I mpact Key Point(s)
roup Agent Range
USDA
18 Fore'st
profession- Sgrvme
ol and Montana Visual All groups have
. . Management similar rank
McCool et public- and Conifer- . .
. System Mid orderings but
al. 1986 interest northern ous s .
! Visual different absolute
groups in  Idaho .
Quality preference range.
western .
M Objective
ontana .
classifica-
tions
Decidu- Respondents prefer
Eastern forest landscape to
Patey & Eastern ous .
Tennessee . Management Near be open and parklike
Evans 1979 i Tennessee /conifer- .
residents with low understory
ous }
shrub density.
12 Develops a
profession- regionally valid
al and model for northern
Ribe 1990 pubhc- N(?rthen} Decidu- Management Near deciduous forests;
interest Wisconsin  ous extends knowledge
groups in toward more
southern generally valid
Wisconsin model for all forests.
Northern Finds photo-based
Richards et Cambers Arizona Conifer- Manacement Near WTP and onsite
al. 1990 P camp- ous g WTP are
grounds uncorrelated.
Provides theoretical
content by
combining
psychophysical and
psychological
Ruddell et Students Eastern Conifer- Management Near n?ethods through a
al. 1989 Texas ous visual penetration

23

variable in the
model. Visual
penetration is
important for SB
valuations.



TableAl. Scenic Beauty Estimation Studies (continued)

Visual

Researchers Observer Location Forest Type I mpact Visual Key Paint(s)
Group Range
Agent
Applications of timber
Rudis et al. Eastern Conifer- Manage- management practices.
1998 Students Texas ous ment Near Tests inter-seasonal
differences.
Schroeder & Students Northern Conifer- Road Near to Use of SBE data for
Daniel 1980 Arizona ous corridors mid road corridor selection.
Church, Camping is impacted
.. the most by all fires; SB
Taylor & civic clubs, Western . . . .
. . Conifer- Fire (light judgments are
Daniel 1984, parent United Near . .
. ous vs. severe) negatively impacted by
1985 organiza-  States .
. fire, but light burns
tions .
improved SB.
Residential Devglops a scenic
Colorado develop- quality prediction
Vining et al. Conifer- Near to model for forested
Students Front ment; . L.
1984 ous . far residential sites,
Range mountain . . .
ine beetle distant views, and pine
P beetle infestations.
Finds no forest
management bias in a
student panel divided
Students, into groups with and
Vodak et al. private Western Decidu- Manage- Near without information on
1985 land- Virginia ous ment harvesting practices.
owners Discusses temporary
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Appendix B
The Psychophysical Approach: The
Scenic Beauty Estimation M ethod

A. The Psychophysical Approach

The Scenic Beauty Estimation (SBE) method arose out of the need to define and measure
meaningful indicators of public preferences for forest landscape visual quality to be used
in comprehensive forest planning and management (Daniel and Boster 1976). Daniel and
Boster identify three main reasons for measuring relative visual preferences for forest
landscapes: 1) "better integration with other resources and products'; 2) "better justifica-
tion for land use decisions’; and 3) "restoration of the client-architect relationship™ (p. 3).
Because of the complexity of managing public lands, there is aneed for a systematic
method of assessing forest plans that integrates both commodity and amenity products
and services. The quantification of management impacts on these products and services
provides information on which the public land manager can base actions. The most direct
and immediate source of information for the public regarding management actionsis
visual. Visual information isamajor factor in public assessment of management actions
(Hull 1988).

"Scenic beauty" is recommended as the term that best captures the meaning of avisually
appreciated resource (Daniel and Boster 1976). Scenic beauty refersto the scenic, visual,
or landscape quality, or the natural beauty of alandscape.

The conceptualization of scenic beauty in the psychophysical approach isthat "beauty is
neither inherent in the landscape nor purely ‘in the eye of the beholder’; it is aproduct of
an encounter between an observer and the landscape” (Brown and Daniel 1984, p. 2).
Physical features of alandscape are assumed to have a stimulus-response relationship to
the observer's evaluations of scenic beauty and behavior (Zube et a. 1982). This concept
may be compared to the cognitive approach, wherein the information received from the
landscape is assigned meaning by the observer conditional on the observer's experiences,
knowledge about the environment, and expectations. In other words, the observer assigns
meaning to the assessment of scenic beauty.

The cognitive approach, therefore, is an attempt to devel op a psychological theory of
landscape preference. The psychophysical approach has a more pragmatic goal of predict-
ing scenic beauty based on the physical impacts of management on aforest landscape.
Because of the pragmatic nature of the psychophysical approach, it has been critiqued as
lacking strong aesthetic theoretic foundations and explanatory content (Ribe 1989).
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The psychophysical approach quantifies relationships between perceptions or preferences
for scenic beauty and measures of physical forest attributes. Brown and Daniel (1986)
identify four psychophysical methods that have been used to characterize scenic beauty.
Theseinclude: 1) summed rankings; 2) averaged ratings; 3) scaling of paired comparisons
(Thurstone's Law of Comparative Judgment); and 4) SBEs. Benson and Ullrich (1981)
state that average ratings and SBE scores are usually closely related for similar groups of
observers, the only difference being the higher numeric quality of SBEs. Buhyoff et al.
(1982) and Hull et a. (1984) found SBEs and scaled paired comparisons for the same
scenesto be very similar, which is consistent with theoretical expectations. However,
Buhyoff et a. conclude the SBE method is generally more efficient.

B. The Scenic Beauty Estimation Method

The SBE method considers the observer-observed relationship as interactive. That is,
scenic beauty is neither "in the eye of the beholder”, nor a property of the landscape.
Scenic beauty is a stimulus-response judgment made by the observer based on perceived
landscape attributes. The observer brings along certain criteria when judging the scenic
beauty of alandscape—criteria which can be shaped by past experience, environmental
conditioning, and future expectations.

Context may determine what criteriaare used in judging scenic beauty. For example, the
benefits derived from different recreation activities depend to varying degrees on the
scenic quality of the surrounding landscape. More skilled recreation activities such as
kayaking depend less on the scenic quality of the surrounding landscape for their overall
appreciation or value than more passive activities such as sightseeing or camping (Brown
et a. 1989). Other contextual effectsinclude the level of information an observer brings
to the judgment process, and specific reasons for judging scenic beauty (for instance, is
the scenic judgment that of a landscape surrounding a new home or as a background for a
once-in-a-lifetime vacation trip?).

When scenic beauty is being judged on a bounded point scale (for example, 0 to 9 where
0 represents low and 9 represents high scenic quality), different observers, due to different
judgment criteria, may rate scenes differently. If these differences are consistent between
observers, and each observer uses judgment criteria equally across different scenes, then
different judgment criteria effects can be measured and controlled. Thisis essentially
what the SBE procedure does. SBEs, or scenic beauty estimates, are measures of land-
scape beauty that are independent of individua judgment criteria from which a quantita-
tive index of perceived scenic beauty isderived (Daniel and Boster 1976).
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The standardization procedureis explained in detail in Daniel and Boster (1976). The
conversion of observer ratings to standard normal deviates places all observer SBEs on
the same scale. The distance of these deviates from a control (normally defined as the
baseline in which scenic beauty estimates are zero) defines ratings relative to this origin.
SBEs can then be averaged across all observersto represent a collective ranking of a
landscape's scenic beauty. This procedure, in theory, provides measures of scenic beauty
with interval scale quality. Interval scale measuresinclude the mathematical properties of
addition and subtraction, but have an arbitrarily determined zero point. Since the distance
between the measures is known and unchanging, we know that not only istwo greater
than one, but that it is also one unit more than one. Interval scale quality, however, does
not allow the judgment that two is exactly twice as much as one. For example, a scene
with a SBE of 10 may not be twice as beautiful as a scene with a SBE of 5.

Ribe (1988) presents an alternative rating method in the SBE methodology that would
result in ratio scale measures. Ratio scale measures include multiplication and division
due to the non-arbitrary zero point in addition to the mathematical properties of interval
scale measures.

This zero point is the switching point for the individual observer between "ugliness' and
"beauty"”, representing the individual observer's indifference point. Ratio scale values are
derived following the same technical steps as interval scale measures, with two excep-
tions. Firgt, the rating scale used by observers to rate landscapes is changed from a
bounded point scale to asymmetrical bipolar scale centered on a zero rating value. The
criteriaare to judge landscapes as to whether viewers like, didlike, or are indifferent to
them (a zero value), and to determine the relative magnitude of each judgment. Second,
the average cumulative probability statistic generated in the ratio scale method istheratio
scenic beauty estimate, whereas in the interval scale method, further computations are
required to define the scenic beauty estimate. One major advantage of aratio scale
method is the explicit interpretive nature of the estimates. A negative scenic beauty
estimate (SBE<O) in the ratio scale method directly refersto adisliked landscape. In the
interval scale method, a negative SBE, due to an arbitrary zero point, may mean only that
the judged landscape is relatively less appealing than one with ahigher SBE, not that it is
liked or disliked.

The application of the SBE method involves three steps: 1) representing the landscape to
be judged; 2) presenting the landscape to the observers for judgment; and 3) evaluating
the observer's judgments. In step one, it has to be determined whether the landscape will
be presented directly or through photographic representations. Daniel and Boster (1976)
have set the guidelines through which the landscape should be photographically repre-
sented to eliminate extraneous information which could bias the judgments of the observ-
ers (for example, the presence of clouds, the season in which photos are taken, or even
the time of day).
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C. Contextual Effects on Perceived Scenic Beauty

The context within which scenic beauty judgments are made can affect the perceptual
process used in the judgment. There can be environmental context effects such asthe
recreation activity or the individual's home community type (e.g., urban versus rural).
Context effects also may be experimental, such as the response format (paired compari-
son versus SBE), sample design, and presentation medium (photos versus on-site).

Brown and Daniel (1987) identified six areas of possible contextual effectsin landscape
research: (1) the sample selection used to represent a definable popul ation (Brown and
Daniel 1984; Daniel and Boster 1976); (2) the response format used such as paired
comparisons, ratings, mean rankings, or SBE (Benson and Ullrich 1981; Buhyoff et al.
1982; Hull et al. 1984); (3) the amount of time the respondent took in evaluating the
landscape (Wade 1982); (4) the effect of landscape presentation mediums, whether by
dides, photos, or on-site; (5) the season in which the photo was taken versus the season
of the year in which it was judged; and (6) the range or mixture of environmental condi-
tions presented during the judgment session. An additional areathat isrelevant hereis (7)
information context. Severa studies have investigated the effects of information provided
in experiments on scenic beauty judgments, e.g., the presence of pest damage, landscape
management labels, and identification of intended or actual recreation activity. The first
three areas have been extensively investigated and found to have no appreciable effect.
Therefore, only the latter four areas of context effects will be discussed.

L andscape Presentation Mediums. Photos ver sus On-Site

A major concern in using photographs and slides as representations of scenic quality is
the validity of these presentation mediums. Several studiestested the validity of photo-
based SBE judgments by comparing these judgments to on-site SBE judgments by the
same observer groups (Daniel and Boster 1976). Photos are good representations of the
scenic beauty of asiteif proper photographic guidelines are followed (Bosselmann and
Craik 1989; Zube et a. 1987). There was a high correlation between photo-based and on-
site SBE judgments of the same landscape based on group average comparisons.

Hull and Stewart (1992) argued that the correct validity test of photo-based scenic beauty
judgmentsison theindividual level, sinceit is at thislevel that judgments are being
made. They found that a comparison of individual on-site scenic beauty ratings and
photo-based scenic beauty ratings resulted in uncorrelated judgments, or that on-site and
photo-based judgments were not similar. In fact, they also found on-site judgments to be
consistently lower than photo-based judgments. However, when they compared group
averages, they found a high correlation between the two judgments, implying no statisti-
cal difference. This suggests photo-representations of scenic beauty may be invalid
measures in some situations due to the many different contexts involved in on-site land-
scape experiences. Several of these on-site contextual effects will be discussed in the
following sections.
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Temporal and Spatial Contexts of On-Site Experiences

Hull and Stewart (1992) found on-site and photo-based judgments of scenic beauty were
different for some individuals. They stated that this may have been the result of the
effects of mood, meaning, and novelty associated with the on-site experience of day
hikers. On-site experiences included spatial and temporal views of landscapes as the
observer moved through and interacted with the landscape, where the rate of travel
through the landscape was controlled by the observer. Obviously, still photos cannot
capture these elements of an on-site experience. Other contexts that may have had an
influence on on-site judgments include stimuli such as fatigue, emotions, companionship,
and the dynamic aspects of the landscape scene such as wind-caused movement and
wildlife. Other experiences and perceptions that are coincident to scenic beauty judg-
ments may have influenced or affected these judgments.

Scenic Beauty and the Camping Experience

Daniel et a. (1989) compared SBE judgments of the visual quality of forested camp-
grounds with contingent valuation derived economic measures of scenic beauty for the
same areas. The preference orderings elicited by each method were statistically similar.
Thisimplies that photo-based SBE judgments and economic valuations of scenic beauty
are equally good indicators of scenic quality. However, the authors did identify the possi-
bility that other contexts in the camping experience, such as the quality of the facilities
and the effects of crowding, would not be captured in photo-based SBE judgments as
used, allowing for a divergence of economic and SBE indicators. SBE judgments are
probably most closely related to economic measures when the recreation activity isfairly
passive, such as sightseeing, where the scenic beauty of the surrounding landscapeisa
major determinant of satisfaction from the experience.

Brown et al. (1988) and Richards et al. (1990) compared photo-based SBE judgments and
contingent valuation and travel cost derived economic measures of forested developed
camping sites with on-site SBE and economic judgments. They found that campers
consistently preferred the actual surrounding forested areas to the photo-representations
of these same areas, whether the indicator of preference wasin SBEs or dollars. Brown et
a. identified four possible explanations for this observed difference. Thefirst isthat the
photos did not represent the site adequately. However, based on other studies, they re-
jected this explanation. The second explanation is that the observers did not exclude
extraneous information, such as lakes, vehicles, or facilities, in the on-site valuations, as
they were instructed to do. The photos were taken in such a manner as to not include
these objects, identifying only vegetative characteristics. A third explanation is that
because the sample of campers was selected from on-site participants, the campers had
already selected their campsites, implying they had aready made judgments preferring
one campsite to other available ones. The campers desire to remain consistent may
explain their continued preference for their chosen campsites from among the alterna-
tives. And last, participation in outdoor recreation activitiesin a pleasant surrounding may
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enhance the preferences for these surroundings through mood, meaning, and sense of
attachment.

A comparison of on-site SBEs and photo-based SBESs |eads to the conclusion that there
are significant contextual effects of direct observation that are not captured in
photorepresentations of the same areas. Also, the camping experience comparisons where
the onsite judgments are more positive than the photo-based judgments imply that the
scenic beauty of the surrounding landscape as measured is not the dominant determinant
of the camping experience. Other factors, such as companionship, recreational activity,
and climate, that are not captured in an SBE evaluation, may be equally involved in
determining the overall satisfaction derived from outdoor recreation.

Seasonality Effects

Buhyoff and Wellman (1979) tested the effect of seasonality on scenic judgments by
comparing valuations between the season in which the photo was taken and the season in
which it was evaluated. They found a significant relationship between the seasonal
components. Green foliage was preferred more in the spring than in late summer, and fall
foliage was preferred more in the late summer than in the spring. This may have been
due, in part, to respondent expectations of changing seasonal landscapes.

Rudis et al. (1988) tested the effect of seasonal changes by using early summer (May) to
late summer (October) photosin forest scenic beauty evaluations in Texas. They found
that the photo samples taken in early summer were preferred over photo samplestakenin
late summer. They believe this was due to the differences in complexity and texture
exhibited by aforest asit progresses through the summer, such as the relative shade of
greenness and texture of leaves and groundcover vegetation. These contextual effects can
be standardized through proper and consistent application of photo-sampling and presen-
tation in experiment design.

Range and Relative Mixture of Environmental Conditions Presented

Brown and Daniel (1987) tested the effect on judgments when the photo-representations
of the control photos were preceded by low scenic quality versus high scenic quality
photos. The low scenic quality photos had obvious scenic impacts from recent harvests
and had been rated low in previous studies. The high scenic quality photos had no obvi-
ous scenic impacts and had been rated high in previous studies. The control photos,
presented to both observer groups, had no obvious scenic impacts and had been rated as
of medium scenic quality in previous studies.

The researchers found that SBE judgments were influenced by previously viewed slides
where the control photos were rated lower in the high-scenic-quality context than in the
lowscenic- quality context. The importance of the experiment shows that external validity
of SBE requires the assessment context be reflective of the "real world" asitisoris
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desired to be in a management context, i.e., photo-representations need to capture the true
range of forest conditions for a stand. Also, SBE results should be interpreted within the
scenic context/ range that generated them.

Experimental Information Effects

Information provided about the landscape during the experiment can influence scenic
beauty judgments. Two information sources were tested: the labels used for different
forested landscapes, and identification of the presence of insect damage. Buhyoff and
Leuschner (1978), Buhyoff et al. (1982), and Hollenhorst et al. (1993) tested the effects
on scenic beauty judgments by informing observers of the presence of insect damage in
the observed landscape. This was accomplished by dividing the observer sample into two
groups, one informed about the presence of insect damage, and the other uninformed. In
these studies, the informed group had relatively lower scenic-beauty judgmentsfor the
overall stands. While insect damage had a predominantly negative impact on scenic
beauty, the impact for the uninformed group was slightly mitigated by the presence of
dense forests, long viewing distances, mountainous terrain in the distant landscape, or by
the presence of flowering understory growth, increased sunlight, and visual penetrationin
the near view.

Anderson (1981) and Vodak et al. (1985) tested the effect of management labels on scenic
beauty judgments. Anderson'sinformed group was presented with forested scenes carry-
ing the land use designations "wilderness area", "National park”, "recreation area’,
"leased grazing range”, and "commercial timber stand”. The uninformed observer group
was presented the same forested scenes without the labels. Anderson found that the first
two labels increased and the | atter three labels decreased scenic beauty evaluations
compared to the no label group. The labels, however, only accounted for approximately
five percent of the variance in scenic beauty judgments.

The effect of land use designations was found to be compounded when the labels sup-
ported the forested scene. For example, when a highly scenic view was labeled "wilder-
nessared’ or "National Park" the evaluation was increased. But when the scene was
relatively unscenic the label had little effect in raising judgments. The implication is that
the value of recreation experiencesis enhanced when the activity takes placein a"wilder-
ness area’ as compared to a"commercial timber stand".

The Vodak et a. (1985) study does not support these findings. It found forest manage-
ment labels had no effect on scenic beauty judgments. The Vodak et al. (1985) labels
included "natural or unmanaged", "light thin", "heavy thin", and "clear-cut". These labels
were less emotive than the Anderson labels. The label correspondence to the scenic
quality or visual impacts of forested stands was distinct enough so that the label had no
impact on judgement. For example, "clear-cut” was highly visually evident in the forested
scene, so the label was merely redundant.
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D. SBE Prediction M ethodology

The usefulness of the SBE method in evaluating alternative management proposals
depends on the predictability of scenic beauty before the plan is undertaken. Therefore,
SBEs need to be transformed into expected values of changes to the forest asaresult of a
management action. This is accomplished through the development of a statistical model
that relates forest characteristics to perceived scenic beauty. The dependent variableisthe
scenic beauty measure, and the independent variables are measures of forest landscape
features. Multivariate regression analysisis used to specify the prediction model and
interpret the relationship between the dependent and independent variables. Most of the
studies reviewed indicate that scenic judgments are consistently related to identifiable
features of the forest landscape.

The applicability of SBE prediction models depends to a large extent on the type of
independent variable measures used. A model that would be practical for usein forest
management would predict changes in scenic beauty caused by management actions
based on easily identifiable and manageable physical forest characteristics such as forest
density, amount of slash, condition of ground vegetation, and the like. Therefore, the
impacts of slash treatment on scenic beauty can be determined prior to the action. The
expression of scenic beauty in terms of manageable forest characteristics allows examina-
tion of trade-offs, which in turn allows for the direct comparison of the effects on scenic
beauty of management alternatives with those on other objectives, and to economic costs
and benefits.

The coefficient on an independent variable in multivariate regression models shows the
impact of a one-unit change in the independent variable (forest characteristic) on scenic
beauty (dependent variable), holding all else constant. Therefore, the relative impact of a
change in aforest landscape characteristic can be determined through the use of the
model. A measure of the efficiency of the prediction model is the coefficient of variation,
or R2, which is the proportion of the variance in the scenic beauty measure that is ex-
plained by the set of independent variables. Therefore, the more efficient amodel isin
predicting the dependent variable, the larger the R2. For the majority of the studies
reviewed, R2 ranged from approximately 0.50 to 0.97, showing the overall efficiency of
the models.

The statistical model is represented as:
SBE =f (X)

where SBE isthe interval scale measure of the perceived scenic beauty for the site under
investigation and X is avector of the site's inventoried physical characteristics. The
empirical model is represented by specifying the independent variables used. For ex-
ample:
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SBE =f (trees per acre of varying sizes, ground cover, understory, downed wood, tree
grouping, etc.).

The overall ease of interpretation and useful ness of the empirical model to the manager or
planner depends on the quality of the measures used to inventory the physical characteris-
tics of the landscape. Time-cost savings are greatest if the inventory data used are the
standard inventory datafor the area. However, the inventory data may not fully represent
the relevant characteristics of the landscape, in which case a special, separate inventory is
needed.

Model functional form, whether linear, nonlinear, containing interaction terms, or the
like, has been investigated. Hull et al. (1987) test several functional forms over models
with and without interaction terms. Their recommendation is that empirical studies need
to be explicit and comprehensive in presenting their models so that further examination of
proper functional form can be tested, resulting in a consensus on what is "best" for SBE
prediction models. This also allows for more informative comparisons of models across
regions.

E. SBE Prediction Model Example

The easiest way to explain how these models work and the management implications that
can be derived from them is to use an example. The model used in this example was
taken from Brown and Daniel's (1984) study of the Woods/Bar-M Watershed areas of the
Coconino National Forest in northern Arizona. There were 23 stands inventoried in 1979
prior to atimber harvest of the areas. The inventory of physical characteristics prior to
harvest was conducted from late-May to mid-August. Four of the stands were
reinventoried in 1980 and 1981 after the harvest. A full discussion of the inventory proce-
dureisfound in Brown and Daniel (1984). Inventory data was collected on seedlings and
saplings by species, large trees by species, crown canopy, stumps, tree stories and tree
groupings, herbage (as grasses, forbs, and shrubs) and ground cover (in gravel, cobble,
stone, bare sail, litter, downed wood, herbage, and trees), and mechanical damage.

Photo-based scenic beauty estimates were elicited from groups of observers comprised of
University of Arizonaintroductory psychology student volunteers and local church and
civic group members. The study assumes that the groups are representative of the general
public, as shown by Daniel and Boster (1976) and Buhyoff et al. (1982). Photographic-
slide representations of the inventoried stands were taken between 8:00 am. and 4:00
p.m. following Daniel and Boster's (1976) guidelines, controlling for extraneous visual
information, such as people, buildings, wildlife, or equipment, which did not represent
instand, near-view scenes. The observer groups rated the slides on a 10 point scale, with
each group rating the same subset of base area dides. Using a correlation test, they
discovered no appreciable difference between observer groups, which supports the as-
sumption that the groups mentioned above are representative of the general public.
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A three-step procedure was used to estimate the coefficients of the prediction model. The
first step was the selection of the inventory variables to be subjected to the regression
procedure. The second step used a step-wise multiple regression technique to specify the
model given the step one variables. The third step examined the residuals of the estimated
model, depicting the variance in the SBE measures not explained by the included vari-
ables, for model bias and for the respecification of the model. Three pre-harvest, site-
level models; three pre-harvest, stand-level models; and one post-harvest, site-level

model were estimated. Only the pre-harvest, stand-level, detailed, downed-wood model
will be presented here. A full discussion of all the modelsis presented in Brown and
Daniel (1984).

The empirical pre-harvest, stand-level, detailed, downed-wood model estimated is:
SBE =4.35 + 3.61PP24PL + 0.28PDTOT - 2.26DWV014

where:
SBE = scenic beauty estimate of the stand;

PP24PL = number of ponderosa pine 3 24 inches diameter at breast height (dbh) per
acre (mean value = 3.6 trees per acre);

PDTOT = total herbage weight in pounds per acre (mean value = 82.7 pounds per acre);
and

DWV014 = cubic feet of 0-° inch diameter downed wood per acre (mean value = 10.8
cubic feet per acre).

The model has an R2 of 0.80, meaning it isafairly efficient model in explaining the
variation in SBE measures with the inventoried stand data. In general, the model shows
that the presence of large trees and ground cover as herbage weight increases the scenic
beauty of the stand, whereas the presence of downed wood detracts from the scenic
beauty of the stand. For example, the predicted scenic beauty estimate of a representative
stand can be calculated by entering the mean values of the variablesin the equation
above. Thisresultsin a predicted scenic beauty estimate of 16.1. Holding all else constant
at its mean value except for the variable of interest, the impact on scenic beauty can be
estimated from the model. With a 50 percent increase in the number of large ponderosa
pine (from 3.6 to 5.4 trees >24 dbh per acre) in the representative sample, scenic beauty
increases from 16.1 to 22.6. Similarly, a 50 percent increase in the volume of downed
wood per acre (from 10.8 to 16.2 cubic feet per acre) resultsin a decrease of scenic
beauty from 16.1 to 3.9. Given the model, it is concluded that an increase in downed-
wood volume decreases the scenic beauty of the stand, while an increase in the number of
large trees per acre increases the scenic beauty of the stand, all other forest characteristics
discounted.
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Results such as these can have important implications for different management plans.
For instance, Brown and Daniel (1984) discuss the overall implications from the models
estimated in the study for forest management, stand structure and density, harvest and
slash cleanup, and grazing. The coefficients of the models suggest that large pine trees,
presence of other tree species (Gambel oak), and herbage contribute to the scenic beauty
of the study area. Smaller pine trees and downed wood detract from the scenic beauty of
the area. Also, it isfound that less dense pine stands of a northerly aspect are preferred.
Unfortunately, because of the site-specific nature of the data, models estimated for one
site may not be transferable to another site, especially if the forest structure (tree species,
climate, past management practices, presence of fire or pest damage) is significantly
different. Schroeder and Daniel (1981) found that some models of the northern Arizona
forests are generalizable, with minor adjustments for pest damage, to Colorado forests.
Ribe (1990) developed aregionally valid model for northern hardwood forests. The
general hardwood model is constructed from testing the application of several models,
resulting in what may be a more generally applicable model for deciduous forest types.
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