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FOREWORD

The foundations of visual project analysis lie within the aes-
thetics of the landscape. Concentrating on visual dimensions to
the exclusion of our other perceptions is an attempt to simplify
the complexities of aesthetics, and at the same time recognize
that we are primarily visual animals. Dwelling on the visual
also allows this particular book to serve its intended purpose
of providing a practical means of predicting and controlling the
impacts of change within our suwrroundings. It may also be timely
to say that we know more about the visual landscape than we
know of its aesthetics. Through visual investigation, we peck
away at some of the dilemmas of aesthetics.

Considering the length of time we have been trifling with the
American—European landscape, there has been a concurrent
history of nature appreciation. Thoreau and Muir expressed
some of this appreciation in the nineteenth century, helping to
identify a segment of landscape aesthetics. Marsh also foresaw
that we needed to conserve this heritage. In the twentieth cen-
tury, ecologists Leopold and Dasmann continued the tradition
of appreciation by discovering only how landscape values may
emerge from ecological insight but that good land stewardship—
the development of a land ethic—is essential to landscape con-
servation. The practice of landscape architecture before and
during the present century has retained a principle of creating
a sensitive relationship with the surrounding landscape, but that
concept has not been widely expressed bevond the profession
and its works.
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FOREWORD

By the time of the Lyndon Johnson administration, it appeared
legitimate for the Federal government to be concerned with the
quality of the landscape. There was earlier evidence of that
concern, but it was obscure. The White House Conference on
Natural Beauty seemed to be based on an innate feeling—shared
by many—that the landscape’s beauty and its state of health
was important to the quality of life. During the mid-1960s, re-
search was beginning on the visual landscape; it involved a sur-
prisingly diverse group of disciplines in both academic insti-
tutions and design-planning-management agencies. The
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) followed,
with a broad concern for landscape resources and their contri-
bution to our aesthetic satisfaction. State enactments of envi-
ronmental protection legislation helped spread an awareness of
landscape values beyond the bounds of Federal jurisdictions.
NEPA built in the requirement for public hearings, and the en-
vironmental thrust of the 1970s brought the voice of public par-
ticipation into conservation issues. Also during the 1970s, the
U.S. Forest Service’s policy on visual landscape management
came into being and was followed by somewhat similar policies
adopted by the Bureau of Land Management. The Soil Con-
servation Service also developed a strategy for rural landscape
conservation. The Federal land management policies, public
support of landscape protection, and contemporary practice—
both public and private—of the environmental design arts all
contribute to a sympathetic atmosphere for the appearance of
Foundations for Visual Project Analysis. The emergence of the
concept that the landscape is a visual resource with aesthetic
values has been built on a variably continuous but intermittent
stream of historic insights, events, attitudes, legal acts, man-
agement policies, and research.

The present state of visual resources analysis and related
landscape management methodology is that of a temporary pla-
teau. The field is relatively well known, but it consists of rather
disjointed parts and pieces. Management strategies now in place,
as in National Forest lands, are subject to improvement from
empirical applications and research.

Visual resources research is fragmented now and has been
ever since its fairly recent beginnings. This condition reflects
the many different disciplines that have had a hand in it; these
include social scientists, economists, psychologists, geographers,
geologists, hydrologists, engineers, landscape architects, envi-
ronmental planners, foresters and others. With such a diversity
of approaches, it is not surprising that there is as Jay Appleton
notes, a “theoretical vacuum’ surrounding the research en-
deavor. Modest financial support has fostered small projects and
single disciplines, not multidisciplinary teams that would be
desirable for coordinative results. A split has resulted from two
different backgrounds and intents: professional design people
seeking physical problem solutions and academics looking for
basic knowledge about landscape values and peoples’ percep-
tions. Visual resource management schemes have been based



