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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Americans have long enjoyed the world's highest stan-
dard of living, reflected especially in per capita income.
But in recent years a re-evaluation of the qualities that
make up an advanced society has plaégd increasing emphasis
on l1ife quality rather than on income and the acquisition of
material wealth., This new orientation is reflected in a
growing concern for the overall physical environment.

Disruption of the environment has captured the research
interests of scholars here and abroad. Among the scientific
disciplines, geography has traditionally been most concerned
with the relationship of man to land. This tradition is
today reflected in growing numbers of scientific studies
relating the effects of noise, air pollution, water pollution,
visual bligﬁt, and other hazards to the human system.1 Work
done by Gilbert'White in conjunction with the Federal Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement is one example of geography's
involvement in conserving the quality of the environment,

This report will deal specifically with variations
in perception of visual blight: on the Kansas State University
campus within a sample group of the student body, in the hope

1see Sterling Brubaker, To Live on Earth (Baltimore:
The Johns Hopkins Press, for Resources for the Future, Inc.,
1972), Chapters 3 and 4.
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that this empirical research might give some insight to the
importance of the physical environment in the learning situ-
ation., Visual blight has been defined by Meinig as "a diag=-
nosis, a condition discerned within something else., The very

e 1t is

words connote a disharmony, an offensive addition,
concerned with that which makes the environment ugly, unat-

tractive, and uninspiring to the human soul, Visual blight

is usually a man-made despoilation of place because of unre-
strained and thoughtless applications of technology.

This chapter will first consider man's perception of
nature and the environment, and his ability to adapt to his
surroundings. This general theme will be related to the
specific focus of the paper, wvisual biight, and the special
environmental responsibility of the university will then be

examined., Relevant geographical literature will be cited as

the findings and analysis are developed.

Man's Perception of Nature

The man-nature relationship is everchanging. From
the time of the "original sin"s-ﬁan has been subjected to
the wrath of nature. The wilderness was seen to be fraught
with evil and temptation. Nature ﬁas-perceived as harsh and
cruel to a mankind who could do little more.than respond
passively to the onslaught of drought, flood, pestilence,

 2p, Meinig, from a paper presented at the 68th Annual
Meeting of the Association of American Geographers, Kansas
City, Missouri, April 24, 1972.

SVhen Adam and Eve atefruit from the forbidden tree
in the Garden of Eden; see Genesis 3:6.



and famine,

Gradually improved technology enabled man to become
less subject to the whims of nature. Sedentary agriculture
encouraged production of man-made implements and domestica-
‘tion of animals. Later, when men came together in cities, a
division of labor emerged. Certain sectors of the population
were freed from agricultural pursuits and entered entrepre-
neurial functions and small-scale, labor-intensive manufac-—
turing. Mechamization facilitated utilization of inanimate
resources for the generation of greater amounts of energy to
be used in production. Improvements in communications has-
tened the exchange of goods and ideas and man became increas-
ingly aware of his ability to exploit resources provided by
nature, But man's hegemony over nature became questionable
when the years of exploitation of nature's bounty began to
mar the face of the earth and deplete certain natural

resources., In his book, From Geography to Geotechnics, Ben=-

ton Mackaye developed this progression through American his-

tory. He traced the increasing use of technoiogy from

frontier expansion to the stage of depletion and despoilation.h
Vast wildernesses which were once looked. upon with

disdain are now revered as they steadily disappear beneath

urban sprawl, highways, industrial development, mining oper-

ations, agricultural lands and public recreational areas.,

"Wilderness" was earlier defined as undeveloped land inhabited

4Benton Mackaye, From Geography to Geotechnics, ed.
Paul T. Bryant (Urbana: University of. Il1linois Press, 1968).
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by wild beasts, where man did not venture lesf he lose his
way or worse, fall victim to moral chaos., The term has been
extended to include other inhospitable environments for man,
such as large urban areas, and then further extended to
include favorable conceptions, such as that of a sanctuary
for respite and contemplation away from the pressures of
civilization.5 Wilderness«s are now perceived as nonrenew=-
able resources to be protected for posterity, and are cham-
pioned by conservation interests throughout the U.S.A., such
as the California-=based Sierra Club,

The pure, clean air and waters of the world are being
increasingly contaminated by the very objects originally
produced to extend man's capacity for éxploiting resources.
Man's. use of electric power and the automobile, for example,

6

have greatly fouled the environment.~ It would appear then
that '"the chief danger to human survival comes from man hin-
self instead of the forces of nature."?

Whereas western society has attained the world's
highest material standard of living, it has also contributed

a greater share to global environmental disruption. In

5For a review of the concept of wilderness see R.
Nash, Wilderness and the Human Mind (New Haven: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 19606).

6For a discussion of the role of technology in envie
ronmental degradation see Thomas R. Detwyler, Man's Tmpact
on Environment (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1971), Chapters &, 9,
and 26. .

?Jerome D. Frank, "Galloping Technology," Journal of
Social Sciences, XXII, 4 (1966), 4.




addition to the use of technology, differing attitudes
towards nature are offered as a contributing factor. Yi-Fu
Tuan points out that, "the European sees nature as subordi-
nate to him whereas the Chinese sees himself as a part of
nature."a. In the film, "Multiply and Subdue the Earth,™ Ian
McHarg portrays how western man ignores the basic tenets of
living in harmony with nature, with resultant losses on both
the part of man and the environment. He observed that "West-
ern society at large believes that the world consists of a
dialogue between men, or between man and an anthropomorphic
God., The result of this view is that man, exclusively, is
thought divine-given dominion over all life, enjoined among
all creatures to subdue the earth, Nature is then an irrel-
evant backdrop to the human play called Progress or Profit.
If nature is brought to the foreground, it is only to be
conquered-=man versus nature.“9 This perception of nature
has largely been responsible for the widespread environmental

disruption in most technologically developed countries,

The Perceived Environment

The manner in which individuals interpret their sur-
roundings varies according to their differences in percep-
tion. In his study of landscape appraisal, Craik states

that "*the influence of the physical environment upon behav=~

8yi Tuan, "Discrepancies between Environmental
Attitudes and Behavior: Examples from Europe and China,"™
Canadian Geographer, 12 (1968), 176.

Ian L, McHarg, Design with Nature (Garden City, New
York: Natural History Press, i9697, Pe 43
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ior and the influence persons attempt to exerf upon the phys-
ical environment are both mediated by the manner in which

w0 It can be said that deci-

human organisms comprehend it.
sions are made in the environment not as it is, but rather
as it is perceived. Man's perceptual environment is that
part of the operational environment of which he is aware.n
In his classic survey of the perceived environment, H. C.
Brookfield defines it as '"the whole monistic 'surface' on
which decision is based, including natural and non-natural,
visible and non-visible, geographical, polltlcal, economic
and sociological elements.™ ni2
For many years geographers generally have been loathe
to further involve themselves in studies relating man's
behavior to his environment.  Discredit brought to the field
by environmental determinism was probably the cause, . But
numerous case studies have shown a very positive correiation
between the influence of man's physical environment and his
behavior., There is a need for empirical studies in geography
dealing with these relationships in a spatial sense. The

natural hazard studies have already made a very positive

1OKenneth Craik, "Human Responsiveness to Landscape:

An Environmental Psychological Perspective,' Response to
Environment, ed. G, J. Coates (Raleigh: North Carolina Uni-
versity Press, 1969), p. 171.

11See Joseph Sonnenfeld "Geography, Perception and
the Behaviorzl Environment,™ Annals of the Assoclatlon of
American Geographers, 51, 3 (79677, 241-260,

12H C. Brookfield, "On the Environment as Per-
ceived," Progress in Geography, Vol. 1, eds. Christopher
Board et al., (London: Edward Arnold, 1969), e T
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contribution to this area.

Beauty in the Environment
The possession of a sou114 differentiates man from

- beast. The human soul needs variety in experience and stim-
ulation just as the body needs physical nourishment. Parr
explores the importance of the physical environment and
argues that "extreme sensory deprivation quickly deranges
the mind and will soon destroy it if the condition is allowed
to persist."l5 The spirit especially needs beauty, ". . . the
hard beauty that intrudes on life; the Beethovenian chords
that stop the chit-chat and wake the baby, the pieta that
disturbs and the desert that shocks the complacent needs of
our bodies for softness and shade.“ls

There is little agreement about what constitutes
beauty. It is a fleeting and subjective concept whicﬁ

changes in place and through time. Learning and life exper=-

13Among the contributions are: I. Burton and R. W.
Kates, "The Perception of Natural Hazards in Resource Man-
agement," Natural Resources Journal, 3, 3 (1964), 412-441;
R. W. Kates, Hazard Choice Perception in Flood Plain Manage-
ment (Chicago: University Of Chicago, Department of Geography
Research Paper No, 78, 1962); T. F. Saarinen, Perception of
Drought Hazard on the Great Plains (Chicago: University of
Chicago, Department of Geography Research Paper No, 106
1966); and G, E. White (ed.), Papers on Flood Problems EChi-
cago: University of Chicago, Depariment of Geography Research
Paper No, 70, 1961).

14The spirftual principle embodied in human beings.

| ISA. E., Parr, "Environmental Design and Psychology,"
Landscape, 14, 2 (1964), 15.

]sYi-Fu “uan, "Architecture and Human Nature," Land-
scape, 13, 1 (1953), 19.



iences will usually modify an individual's perception of
beauty. Analysis of the experience of beauty is called aes-
thetics.!?! Aesthetics may be further defined as the "philo-
sophic study of perceptual intuition . . . the study of the
value that is to be found in the data of perceptual intui-
tion."18 When the Zen Buddhists, for example, speak of
beauty as perception by those who mentally complete the
incomplete,19 the notion alludes to an aesthetic attitude of
complete occupation with the perceptual daté considered in
their own nature.

McCamy stated that '"beauty is a pleasure to the soul.
Aesthetic pleasure raises the spirit of man and makes him
better than he might be without it."?° George Santayana saw
beauty as a "manifestation of God to the senses, since, in
the region of sense, the perceptioﬂ of beauty exemplifies
that adequacy and perfection which in general we objectify

in an idea of God. Man's ability to perceive the beauti-

ful is a divine gift that enriches the spirit and elevates

1"73'01:- a diagrammatic representation of the '""Domain
of Aesthetics' see George Dickie, Aesthetics (Indianapolis:

Pegasus, 1971), p. 45.

18Harold. Newton Lee, Perception and Aesthetic Value
(New York: Prentice-Hall, 1938), p. 90C.

‘9See Jo. O, Simonds, Landscape Architecture: The

Shaping of Man's Natural Environment (New York: F. W. Dodge
Corp., 1961), p. 118,

aoJames L. McCamy, The Quality of the Environment
(New York: Free Press, 1972), P. 12.

2louoted in Irwin Edman (ed.), The Philosophy of San-
tayana (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1953), p. 13.
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the soul, To Boersch,‘the natural landscape as a creation
of God is the exemplar of beauty.2® Aristotle said that
"the essential characteristics composing beauty are order,
symmetry and definiteness..a3

George Santayana wrote that "“the beautiful does not
depend on the useful; it is constituted by the imagination
in ignorance and contempt of practical advantage."24 Con=-
siderations of beauty do not normally take priority over con-
siderations of utility and economic feasibility today. Kates
further stated that "if beauty were indeed commonplace we
should probably be unconscious of it. Its very scarcity
provides value, its rarity gives unique pleasure.“25 This
is poor consolation to humanists and others appreciative of

the dwindling resources of natural beauty.

Man!'s Ability to Adapt

A large body of literature supports the notion that
people adapt to visual disruption and other fofms of envi=
ronmental deterioration. Lowenthal sees this as a function
of apathy and a conscious placing of filters. He notes that
there are "few who care, or pretend to care, about the way

things look where they live. Few people really look at the

EZA. Boersch, "Landscape: Exemplar of Beauty,'" Bri=-

tish Journal of Aesthetics, 11, 1 (1971), 93.

23pristotle in Philosophies of Beauty, ed. F. Carritt
(London: Oxford University Press, 19310, p. 3b.

24George Santayana in ibid., p. 16.

25R. W. Kates, "The Pursuit of Beauty in the Envi-
ronment," Landscape, 16, 2 (1966), 23.
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places they live in, work in, or travel through. Anaesthe-
tized against their surroundings, they spare themselves |
pain."26

In Charles Darwin's Origin of Species, his natural

selection theory predicts that the fit will survive in great
numbers, "All successful adaptations may be expected to
improve an organism's position in a given environment."27

It would follow that those who-have.made the successfﬁl adap=
tation have blocked out aestheticism and are alive and well,
at least in a physical sense. In the words of Ian Buiton,
"conditions of environmental quality that might be considered
intolerable have a habit of becoming quickly accepted and

n28

barely noticed. This tolerance to environmental disrup-
tion is not enhancing man's spiritual development.
Microbiologist Rene Dubos related man's nonspecific

responses t0 a variety of stressful situations in his Gen=-

eral Adaption Syndrome.zg His book, Man Adapting, expresses
the real danger of twentieth century man's ease in adapting '
to his environment, He said that '"the frighﬁful threat

26David Lowenthal, "Not Every Prospect Pleases,"
andscape, 12, & (1962, 21,

27kenneth Hewitt and F. Kenneth Hare, Man and Envi-
ronment (Washington: Association of American Geographers,
Commission on College Geography, Research Paper No. 20,

1973), P. 224 -

asIan Burton, "The Quality of Environment: A Review,"
Geographical Review, 58 3 (1968), 480.

29General Adaption Syndrome refers to the complex
sequence of pathological processes that result from nonspe-
cific responses made by the body of animals and man to a.
large variety of unrelated stressful situations.
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posed by adaptability when the concept is applied to human
beings in a purely biological context is that it implies so
often a passive acceptance of conditions which really are not
desirable for mankind, The ideal environment tends to becone
one in which man is physically comfortable, but progressively
forgets the values that constitute the unique qualities of
human life."'30 People readily anaesthetize themselves to
unattractive surroundings in order to adapt to an increas~
ingly ugly environment. |

The real challenge for man today is to stop this
passive acceptance of widespread aberrations of taste, to
seek out what constitutes environmental heresy and to replace
it with objects that satisfy the soul. If quality of life
is to be the real criterion of an advanced society, a grand-
scale reappraisal of the importance of aesthetics is needed.
Hazard and resource management studies conducted byrgeogra-
phers have made a great contribution in the assessment of
man's adaption to environmental disruption, but the realm of

aesthetics has not been adequately explored,

Geography and Visual Blight

In April of 1972, at the annual meetings of the
Association of American Geographers, a special symposium on
visual blight was conducted, Contributors to this session
were Yi-Fu Tuan, David Lowenthal, Pierce Lewis and Donald

Meinig. Themes presented included the importance of an aes-

3Opene Dubos, Man Adapting (New Haven: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1965), P. 279.
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thetically pleasing enfironment, the establishment of visual
pollution as a major environmental problem, and the special
role of the geographer in helping to alleviate this problem.

Pierce Lewis raised the question of the validity of
spénding geographer's research resources on the study of
visual blight in a world beset with problems such as starva-
tion, prejudice and population explosion, but he stressed
the need for a recognition and love of beauty as an essential
ingredient of humanity. Lewis argued that geographers could
be among the more effective advocates in challenging visual
blight because of geography's traditional concern for place,
the regularities in the distribution of wvisual blight, the
relationship between man and his environment, and the ability
of geographers to think about landscape in its totality. He
stressed the need for further activity by geographers in
helping to describe and explain visual blight, and for those

80 inclined, to engage in a bit of politicking.BI

The Environmental Responsibility of the University

Rene Dubos found that "man uses only a very, very
small percentage of his potentiality; those components of
the genetic endowment that become expressed are those that

in some way are stimulated by environmental factors."32

31‘P:i.ercta F. Lewis, "The Geographer as Landscape Cri-
tic" (paper presented at the 67th Annual Meeting of the
Association of American Geographers, April 25, 1972, Kansas
City, Missouri).

32Rene Dubos, MIndividual Man in Technological Soci-
ety," Environment, the University, and the Welfare of Man,
ed.. B, R, Wilson iPEiTadeIpEia: S. B. Lippincott Co., 1969),

Pe 43
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In finding an optimum environment for learning, the univer-
sity should therefore seek to provide an environment of per-
ceptual stimulation for its population. It has been esti-
mated that "about 75 per cent of all learning may be accounted
for by meaningfulness, motivation and memory, leaving only
25 per cent for the effects of the physical environment
alone and in interaction with these Variables.“33 As the
physical environment is a tangible factor over which man can
exercise some degree of control, its importance to the over-
all learning situation warrants further research and should
not be underemphasized. _

The college campus draws to mind a well-planned and
expensive investment by private interests and Federal and
State authorities to educate students and to promote intel-
lectual endeavor. The importance.of an aesthetically attrac-
tive setting conducive to stimulation and learning is para-
mount in the landscape of a university. The U.S. Office of
Education defines the university's role as providing instruc-
tion, research and service to the community, but the respon-
sibility goes further than this, The university has a spe~-
cific challenge: '"the development of an environmental ethic
should be a matter of deep concern to all its members.,
Without such principles, the social environment will become

increasingly fouled, along with the physical environment;

33Danlel H. Carson, "The Interactions of Man and His
Environment," School of Environmental Research, No. 2 (Ann
Arbor: Unlver51ty 0f Hichigan, Department of Archltecture,

1963), p. 18.
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the two are inseparable.“34

Of all social institutions, the university is perhaps
the most cognizant of environmental problems. The environ-
ment and its preservation is the cehtral theme to growing
numbers of courses of study being offered through a wide
range of curriculums, With extensive research resources,
most universities are thoroughly versed on the causes and
effects of envirommental deterioration. It would therefore
be a. serious neglect of social responsibility if pollution

of any form or manner were tOo be propagated on any campus,

Statement of the Problem

Kansas State University is a land-grant college,
established in 1863, with an enrollment of 15,158 in the
fall of 1972, It is located in the town of Manhattan which
possesses an environment relatively pollution-free when com-
pared with many inner-city universities or institutions
located near industrial complexes or major transport nodes.,
It is an impelling challenge to preserve this environment,
and to recognize and eradicate any potential menace to it.

In the view of the writer, visual blight is gradually
encroaching upon the natural beauty of the Kansas State Uni-
versity campus, It takes the form of openly exposed physical
plant and storage depots, poor landscaping, signs and adver-
tisements, and bicycles and litter that clutter the groundé.
The university will suffer aesthetically for a long time to

come because of grossly discordant building styles and acres

3!*Wilson’ _O_R- E_j_-Eo, P 1t.
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of asphalt parking loté and cement sidewalks, Of shorter
duration but equally objectionable to the senses, are the
ever-~present maintenance and repair activities which greatly
detract from the natural beauty of the campus, through cre-
ating ditches and mounds of earth, scaffolding, and tempo-
rary storage of supplies on lawns,

Tﬁe intent of this report is to identify variations
in student perception of visual blight on campus. It is
postulated that students are becoming immune to visual blight
and that they are largely uncritical of wvisual pollution
problems on campus. The following chapter will deal with

the research procedures used in conducting this study.



Chapter 2
RESEARCH PROCEDURES

The first steplin undertaking'this study was to sur-
vey the campus on foot and to photograph those areas which I
perceived as contributing to visual blight. The photographs
were impressions of views along heavily travelled routes
around campus, They were images thgt:could be readily
experienced by most students in their normal daily routine.
The field survey was conducted in the latter part of the
fall of 1972 when the natural beauty of the campus was
enhanced by the colorful foliage. I recall being disturbed
at the way in which this natural beauty was reduced by the
numerous instances of visual blight that were encountered.

I was offended, and the question arose in my mind if others
shared my feelings.

The purpose of this study is to establish and assess
variations in student perception of visual blight on campus.
In order to accomplish this, a questionnaire was designed to
elicit both specific and non-specific résponses from students
concerning their perception of the campus environment., A
sample group was selected from which I could obtain responses
within a relatively short period of time to ensure sponta-
neous answers about the perceived environment, with time as

a constant variable., These responses were analyzed to dis-

16
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cuss areas of agreement among clearly identifiable groups,
and to determine the extent to which the problem of visual

blight was perceived among the sample,

Questionnaire Construction

After the pre-test',1 a one-page questionnaire, the
survey instrument was revised to remove observed weaknesses,
(See Appendix I) Information on visual blight sought by
this questionnaire has not been treated in other surveys,
but the Natural Hazards Research Papers were a sound guide
for the general outline. The gquestionnaire basically sought
to analyze perception of visual blight with specific vari-
ables, such as the age, sex, and major field of study of the
respondents, It was designed to assess variations in per-
ception within the sample group, as wWell as similarities in
responses. |

The first five questions sought to identify each
respondent according to age, sex, major field of study, the
nunber of semesters spent at Kansas State University, and
hometown, It was anticipafed that variation in the above
factors would influence the degree of awareness of blight on
campus. Question six dealt with car and bicycle use around
campus, Problems of parking lots and bicycles cluttering

the grounds prompted the inclusion of this question.

IA one-page questionnaire was administered to 35
Freshman Physical Geography students. Fourteen lived off
campus, and 21 lived in student residence halls, In analy-
sis, 62 per cent of the dormitory residents perceived visual
blight to be a vproblem while among the students who lived
off campus the result was 50 per cent.
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Question seven was the first 0pen-endéd question,
requiring students to comment on the main environmental prob-
lems on campus, It was posed early in the questionnaire to
find out if students would refer to visual pellution., The
| following question required the respondents to consider the
importance of an attractive campus, and to give reasons for
or against this. They were then asked to compare the Kansas
State University campus with others they had visited, and to
comment on the major differences in appearance between them,
This question draws on the student's life experiences as
reflected in his perception of different environments.

- Items eleven and twelve asked students to list two
or three of the most attractive and 1east attractive places
on campus, Students were then asked the direct question of
whether visual pollution exists on campus. This required a
fairly définite opinion on the part of the respondents. The
last question on the first page asked students to list the
factors which they considered might contribute to visual
blight, '

On the second page of the questionnaire, students
were asked to rank sixteen variables that were suggested
'might contribute to blight, according to whether they consti-
tuted a serious problem, a moderate problem, or no problem
at all. The list of variables were instances of visual pol-
‘lution that I have experienced along normal routes to class,
sucﬁ as unkempt lawns, maintenance and constructioﬁ work,

0ld buildings in poor condition. discordant architecture.
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and so on, This list was by no means a comprehensivg reckon-
ing of every real item of blight on the campus, but merely a
selected sample of items that I-had perceived. It was hoped
that a correlation of strength of the problem with each vari--
able might give rise to generalizations about which instances
of blight were perceived as most serious by the sample. The
final question aimed at student's creative ideas in asking
for their recommendations on how funds for beautification of

the school grounds could be used in the future.

Sample Selection

The sample group was chosen from among student resi-
dents of Moore Hall., Moore Residence Hall lies on the north-
east corner of campﬁs.so that its occupants usually cbver an
extensive arem.of the grounds daily on their way to and from
classes. Moore Hall offers a wide. cross-section of students
because it is a co-educational dormitory, with both graduate
and undergraduate students from all major curriculums, and
from many states.

Of the 4,110 students who lived in residence halls
at Kansas State Universi'.y in the fall of 1972, 638 lived in
Moore Hall., There was a total of 499 male residents and 139
female residents. Incoming freshmen made up the greatest
proportion of residents, totalling 36 per cent, or 191 males
and 41 females. There were 55 male and 13 female graduate
students, constituting approximately 11 per cent of Moore
Hall residents.

The sample size was set at 150 as this represents a
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one per cent sample of'the entire student body, Of the sam-
ple, 86 were male and 64 were female. Their éges ranged
from 17 to 40 with the greatest frequency being 18 years old.
Median age was 19, and the mean was 20.5 years old. All
major curriculums wére represented, with concentrations in
Arts and Sciences and veterinary Medicine., Fifty-six per
cent of the sample were experiencing their first semester at
Kansas State University, a factor which possibly biased the
sample. Length of residence ranged up to tﬁelve semésters.
The hometowns of 75 per cent of the sample were in urban
areas of 2,500 or more population.

The two-page gquestionnaire was administered in Moore
Hall to allow for distribution and collection within a short
time span and to ensure spontaneous responses. It was dis-
tributed non-randomly, with a conscious effort to weight
female responses as Moore Hall was made up of approximately
72 per cent male residents. The questionnaire was distri~
buted and collscted until 150 useable responses were avail-
able, It was not administered orally, ﬁut left with respon-
dents early in the evening with a brief explanation of its
intent, and collected later that night or on the following
evening., It was hoped that this method would reduce the
risk of influencing respondents due to the personal bias of
the interviewer, The findings and analysis of data collected

from the sample will follow in Chapter 3.



Chapter 3
FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

In this chapter, the findings of the questionnaire
will be correlated and analyzed to assess variation in the
sample population's perception of visual blight on the Kan-
sas State University campus. Responses to each question are
tabulated and examined in the light of the research objec-
tives. The chi-square teét is used to measure the strength
of association of several of the variables with recognition

or non-recognition of blight.

Local Transportation and Vehicle Ownership

The town of Manhattan is not compact, and most peo=
ple require a means of transportation for business and social
activities. The situation is aggravated by the lack of an
efficient ﬁublic'transportation system, so0 that ownership of
some means of transport is almost a necessity for freedom of
movement in and around the city. The resultant widespread
ownership of cars and bicycles has generated the problems of
providing and maintaining adequate parking facilities for
students on campus, and of congestion within the grounds.

For the academic year 1972-1973, a total of 8,214
parking permits had been sold to students, faculty and staff
at K.S.U. There are a total of approximately 3,370 parking
spaces on campus, exclusive of those provided for students
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in residence halls. The situation is gradualiy coming to
the point where the campus "originally pedestrian in nature
now resembles urban parking lots with other buildings."!
Parking lots are taking over many areas of natural beauty as
| functionalism clearly over-rides considerations of aestheti-
cism. In addition, parking lots have been found to be among
the most susceptible places to litter on campus.

In answer to the question of "Do you use a bicycle
or car at school?,"™ 33,3 per cent of the sample gave a nega=-
tive response, The bias of the residence hall being on cam-
pus probably helps to account for the low level of ownership.
Both a car and a bicycle were used by 11,3 per cent, 15.3
per cent used bicycles alone, and 40.0 per cent of-the sam~
ple used only cars. Responses from this question related
directly to questions 7, 12, 14 and 15 following in the
questionnaire, where cars and parking lots were frequently

cited as instances of environmental disruption by the sample,

The Main Environmental Problems Perceived on Campus

_ Item seven was open-~ended to allow students to com-
ment at length on the question "What are the main environ-
mental problems on campus?!". There was a great diversity of
response. Most often mentioned, by 22 per cent, was litter.
From the author's experience litter on the K.S.U. campus was

a modest problem, in comparison to inner-city colleges.

lBricks and Mortarboards, A Report on College Planning
and Building, Educational Facilities Laboratories Inc.,

196}-{-’ P' 143'
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Perhaps the influence of thermass media, where in many
instances conservation is equated with proper trash disposal,
stimulated this response, The second most frequently given
answer, by 18.6 per cent, was that there were no environ-
mental problems on campus at all, AAnﬁmber of respondents
left this blank, inferring a negative response. Perhaps the
fact that 56 per cent of the sample were first semester
freshmen, reluctant to criticize their new surroundings and
having limited experience on campus was the reason for this
response,

Eighteen per cent of the sample saw environmental
problems associated with sidewalks. Reference was usually
made to students who walk across lawns leaving dirt paths in
their wake, or misplaced sidewalks where excessive amounts
of cement had greatly disturbed the natural appearance of
the area. Other environmental problems listed by the sample
in descending order of frequency were: lack of vegetation,
cow barn odor, cars, poor drainage, the physical plant,
maintenance and construction work, parking lot landscaping,
Campus Creek, smoke, older buildings in need of repair,.
noise, soil erosion, pigeons, and sculptures. Judging from
the responses, the sample had shown an awareness 0f a wide
variety of environmental problems on campus.

Only four per cent of those interviewed gave a nega-
tive response to the question "Do you feel it is important
to have an attractive campus?", They would preferrthat the
emphasis lie with quality of education., This response indi=-

cated a certain amount of apathy toward the environment,
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although it would be difficult to argue against quality of

education as the most important aspect of the university.
Among the 96 per cent which indicated that it was
important to have an attractive campus, the most éommon
response (given by over 45 per cent of the sample) was that
an attractive campus was aesthetically inspiring and made
for a better attitude for going to class., The environment
was seen to be important in promoting a '"university outlook,"
A good looking éampus was also considered important for
attracting incoming students, and for visitors. Pride was
mentioned as a further reason for having an attractive cam-
pus. From these responses, it was clear that the majority
of students were mindful of their surroundings, and had some
sound ideas on university public relations and the value of
an aesthetically pleasing environment to the overall learning

gituation,

Comparison of the K.S.U. Campus with Other Campuses

Life experience is an important factor in determining
what is perceivéd, and how it is perceived. Carson states
that "individual perception of a given environment depends
on what other environments have been experienced»“a' Atti-
tudes about the natural environment are usually formed by

the time a person reaches twelve years of age3 s0 that by

the time a student enters college, most of his basic ideals

203.1‘503:1, 92. .CE;-" Pe 17.

3See Paul Shepard, Man in the Landscave (New York:
Alfred A, Knopf, 196? y P 315-0
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about the environment ﬁave been established.

In order to find out a little more of the life exper-
ience of respondents, question nine asked if they had visited
any other campuses.. Only 4.6 per cent had never been on a
campus other than K.S.U. Of the 95.4 per cent who had vis-
ited other schools, 32.6 per cent had visited other schools
in Kansas; whereas the remaining 62.8 per cent had also
experienced universities in other states. The majority of
respondents were therefore aware of what other campuses
looked like, and should have been able to make some kind of
mental comparison with K.S.U.

Although most students had been to other campuses,
they experienced difficulty in making sound comparisons with
Kansas State University. There was a low level of written
responses to this question. Many answers directly conflicted
with those given by others in the sample population. The
answer with the greatest frequency, given by only 16.6 per
cent, was that there was no difference between K.S.U. and
other campuses., Fourteen per cent-of the sample said that
K.S.U. had more trees, Almost equal numbers of students said
that the campus was both older and newer, compact and more
spread out, less attractive and prettier. Other comments
about the K.S.U. campus were that it was bigger, and that it
had benefits of being in a rural area wifh clean air, less
noise, and so on. It was also seen to be more crowded, and
had less consistent architecture., Although students could
be expected to know their way about campus, their answers

showed that very few of them are really critical of their
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surroundings, It follows that the slow destruction of the
campus environment would go largely unchallenged by the
majority of students.

Perception of the Most and Least Attractive Places on Campus

Questions eleven and twelve asked students to list 2
"or 3 places that they perceived as being the most and least
attractive on campus., The responses have been compiled in
Tables 1 and 2, Photographs of several of these places
appear on the following pages. From the responses, there
appears to be a greater concensus of what is ugly rather
than what is beautiful, Other studies have reached the same
conclusion.4
Sixty-five per cent of the sample group gave a.posi-
tive response to the question "Do you think we have visual
pollution on campus?"., In order to gain a better under-
standing of the variable within the sample which might give
the reasons for this response, the chi-square test was used
to correlate responses for questions 2-5 identifying each
respoﬁdent, with question 13 given above., Chi-square assesses
significance between empirically obtained and theoretically
expected results, It is an especially good test to use in

correlating qualitative variables, but has limitations when

4see Kates, "The Pursuit of Beauty," op. cit., p. 23;
R, E, Coughlin and K., A. Goldstein, The Extent of Agreement
Among Cbservers on Environmental Attractiveness (Regional
Science Research Institute, Discussion Paper Series No, 37,
1970), p. 10; and D. Lowenthal, An Analysis of Environmental
Perception, Second Interim Report to Resources for the Future
Inc., (New York: American Geographical Society, 1967), p. 7.




Table 1

Places Perceived as Most Attractive on Campus

Place name

Mentioned by
(% of the
study group)

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)
(9)
(10)

Rose Garden by Justin
Farrell Library and fountain
K=State Union

President's home

Older buildings (Leasure,
Gowans Stadium)

Newer buildings (Auditorium,
Chapel, Cardwell, King, Ackert)

Anderson Hall and front lawn
Gardens by Moore Hall
Campus Creek

Nicholt's Gymnasium

30.6
24,6
18.6
18.0

15.3
14.6

14.0
12.6
12,0

8.6
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Table 2

Places Perceived as Least Attractive on Campus

28

Mentioned by

Place name (% of the
study group)

(1) Older buildings (Ahearn Field- 51.3

house, Waters, Holtz, Dickens,

Thompson, Fairchild, Willard,

and Seaton) -
(2) Physical Plant 29.3
(3) Parking lots 26.0
(4) Newer buildings (Derby Complex, 23.3

Ackert, Cardwell, King, Pittman)
(5) Haintenance and construction 10.6
(6) Nichol's Gymnasium 10,0
(7) Sidewalks and dirt paths 7.3
(8) Cow barns 6.6
(9) Greenhouses 6.6
(10) Sculptures (Farrell fountain, 4.6

Waters Hall painting, white fork)
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Farrell Library and Fountain

K~-State Union
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Presidentts Home

Anderson Hall and Front Lawm
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Campus Creek

-

Nichol's Gymnasium



7

Maintenance and Construction
(October 1972)

Maintenance and Construction
(March 1973)
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Dirt Path

Greenhouses



Sk

"For everything is good
énd beautiful for what-
ever purposes it serves
well, but bad and ugly

for what: it does not."

Socrates

Campus Campaigns



Physical Plant:
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the sample size is small.’ Results of the application of

chi=square follow in Table 3.

Table 3

Summary of Chi-square Tests of Significance of Four
Independent Selected Variables with

Responses to Question 13

es of Test:

dom statistic

Decision

Independent Degre
variable free
Sex 1
Major field of Q
study
Number of semesters 5
at K.S.U.
Urban/rural home=- 1
towmn

0.6624
74600
22.5000

0.3886

not significant
at .001 level

not significant
at .001 level

significant at
«001 level

not significant
at 001 level

From the above results, it was found that there was

no significant relationship between perception of blight on

campus with sex, major field of study, or urban/rural home-

town. A significant relationship, however, did appear in

relating the number of semesters at K.S.U. where the major-

ity of students who had been on cémmus at least 3 semesters

perceived visual blight to

‘be a problem,

Perception of What Constitutes Visual Blight on Campus

In response to question 14, litter and trash were

5For further discussion of the use of éhi—square see
Hubert M. Blalocks Jr., Social Statistics (2d4; New York:

McGraw-Hill, 1972), pp. 2
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given as the greatest contributors to visual blight on cam-
pus, mentioned by 34.6 per cent of the sample., This per-
ceived problem is directly attributable to students. The
findings support de Laet and Singh in their observation that
"it appears that little can be accomplished until the indi-
vidual recognizes his role in the creation of the problem
and modifies his behavior."® Bulldings were mentioned by
18.6 per cent of the sample. Sidewalks were seen as contri-
buting to visuai blight on campus by 15.3 per cent, parking
lots, cars and bicycles by 11.9 per cent, maintenance and
construction by 11,3 per cent, and landscaping by 10.6 per
cent of those interviewed., Other contributing factors listed
were the physical plant, signs, cow barns, sculptures, and
student apathy. '

Question fifteen asked the sample to rank 16 given
variables which they perceived as contributing to visual
pollution on campus. The results are in Table 4, Informa-
tion collected in Table 4 contradicts some of the informa-
tion gathered in earlier questions, as more of the sample
group showed a negative perception of blight than, for exam-
ple, in question 13, While they disapprcvedAof visual pol-
lution, they did not perceive that it héd materialized on
their campus. When asked what contributed to blight on cam-
pus, few alternate responses were given other than those

suggested in Table 4. The results showed reluctance to

bcnristian de Laet and Susan Singh, "The Individual
and the Environment," Natural Resources Journal, 12, 2

(1972), 211,




Table 4

Ranking of Contributors to Visual Blight
on the K.S.U. Campus

Contributors No
to visual blight problem Moderate Serious TOTAL
on campus

Litter 1 57 82 150
Unkempt lawns 40 56 S 150
Temporary stairs at 29 71 50 150
Farrell Library _ |
Maintenance and 28 76 46 150
construction
Poor landscaping 48 59 43 150
Nichol's Gymnasium 64 L | 1¥-) 150
Signs | oo 72 38 150
Condition of buildings 41 75 34 150
Lack of flowers 55 62 33 150
Cow barns _ 67 50 33 150
Clashing architecture 67 58 25 150
Sidewalks and parking 58 70 22 150
lots
Older buildings 87 Ly 19 150
Air conditioners 82 50 18 150
Greenhouses ok L5 11 150
Creek 120 21 9 150

TOTAL 931 910 559 2400
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criticize the physical attributes of the campﬁs. As the
sample was taken from a residence hall, located on campus,
this tendency may have been exaggerated. In a perception
study of drought in Australia, R. L. Heathcoate spoke of a
"misplaced patriotism" on the part of many Australians who
were unwilling to recognize the significance of drought in
their environment., It is easy to draw an amalogy to "purple
pride" generated at K.S.U., and a similar unwillingness to
imagine natural disasters in a familiar environment.“7

Litter was again mentioned with the greatest fre-
quency as being the most serious problem on campus, followed
by unkempt lawns. The temporary wooden stairs outside Far=-
rell Library were mentioned as a serioﬁS'problem by a third
of the sample. Apparently little effective disenchantment
with that structure had been registered, as at the time of
writing it had embellished the west entrance to the library
for more than seven months., Maintenance and construction
abuses to the environment were regarded as a serious problem
by less than a third of those interviewed. _When,instances
of visual blight such as the long ditches by Leasure Hall
(see photographs on page 32) uncovered for six months are
experienced, one wonders the extent to which things must
deteriorate before protest is lodged.

Eighty per cent of the sample saw Campus Creek as
not being a problem of visual blight. Perhaps if the creek

was inspected closely, noting run-off from the cow barn,

?Burton and Kates, op. cit., P. 282,
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decaying vegetative material and trash deposits in it, a
different response might have been given., Functional con-
siderations apparently condone the odor from the cow barns,
and the unsightliness of several of the greenhouses., Air
conditioners in windows are alsd listed as being no problem
by well over half the sample. Placing the units out of
sight on roofs or installing central air conditioning sys-
tems is usually considered too expensive, yet as they-stand,
air conditioners detract from both the inside and outside
appearance of buildings, and serve as roosts for pigeons
causing not only visual and noise pollution, but creating a
health hazard as well., Older buildings, many of which are
clearly in need of renovation, were also 1is£ed by the
majority as not contributing to visual blight..

Approximately 80 per cent of the responses given
perceived the listed instances of blight as mot being a
serious problem. This is an indication that the sample group
was largely satisfied with the state of their environment,
and had rationalized the disruption around them.

The final question asked students to suggest how
funds for campus beautification should be used in the future.
Better landscaping, with more planting of trees, flowers and
grass were mentioned by 67 per cent. Thirty per cent men=-
tioned remodelling of older buildings. Sidewalk impravement,
better parking facilitieé, better sculptures, more new build-
ings, anti-litter programs, and comprehensive planning were
also suggested for future funding.
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Summary

Although 65 per cent of the sample group responded
positively that visual blight existed on the Kansas State
University campus, consistent recognition of the ﬁroblem
rarely went beyond its perceived materialization as litter.
An overwhelming majority of the sample recognized the impor-
tance of an aesthetically attractive campus for the develop-
ment of a "university outlook" and as an important factor in
the overall ieafning situation. But most responseé were
vague and contradictory, perhaps reflecting a growing con-
sciousness of environmental disruption, and an awareness
that things afe not exactly as they should be, yet a feeling
of detachment, because bad things like pollution just do not
happen in semi-rural utopias like Manhattan.

Implications
In general, visual blight was not perceived as a

serious problem on campus by the sample group. The original
postulaﬁion; that students are becoming immune to and are
largely uncritiéal of visual pollution problems on campus,
was supported by the findings. This sample group had made a
successful adaptation to instances of blight that appear in
ever~increasing numbers on the university grounds, Whether
it be apathy, or a misplaced loyalty, or perhaps anaestheti-
zation of the senses, the majority of those interviewed
found little fault with the campus environment when asked to
comment on specific instances ﬁhich were: suggested exist on

campus.
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In recent yearé, most universities have had to oper-
ate on restrictive budgets. There is little doubt that pre-
servation of an aesthetically attractive campus constitutes
a real cost, and the trend has been for aesthetic considera-
tions to be completely overridden by considerations of func-
tionalism., Blight is increasingly overlooked, being accepted
as a cost of progress. Yet surely progress should be mea-
sured by the absence of blight.

It would appear that decisions about the environment
are being made without reference to the human needs of those
on campus, but rather in response to economic considerations
and to short-term needs. A systematic analysis of student
| attitudes should clearly be undertaken before further deci-
sions on campus design are made. As matters stand, decisions
are rarely initiated by students. Their major role is in
reaction, requiring little conviction, and evoking no sense
of responsibility or committal. Resultant apathy condones
maintenance of the status quo, and a passive acceptance of

visual blight in the immediate surroundings.



Chapter 4
CONCLUSION

Every persbn should be able to experience beauty in
his immediate environment. Perception of that which is
attractive and inspiring is an. essential ingredient to man's
spiritual development., Increasingly, aesthetic considera-
tions give way to functional considerations so that instances
of visual blight appear in ever-increasing numbers and are
discounted as a cost of progress.

The grounds of Kansas State University are experi-
encing mamy forms of visual pollution. With growing emphasis
on environmental protection émong the university community,
it is disconcerting that such a condition is allowed fo per=-
gist. The university's social responsibilities, both to the
students in providing stimulating surroundings, and to the
community as an example of how to live in harmony with the
environment, are in need of reappraisal. |

Results from the questionnaire showed that sixty-
five per cent of the sample gave a positive response to the
question "Do you think we have visual pollution on campus?",
This indicated a fairly high degree of dissatisfaction with
the present state of the campus environment. When asked to
list items that were considered as contributing to visual
blight few alternate contributors to blight were given,
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other than those suggested to exist in question 15. With
increasing emphasis on envifonmental.education, most students
had been exposed to the desirability of a pollution=free
environment and were able to recognize that in several instan~-
ces the university had fallen short of this goal. TYet
results shown in Table 4 indicated that students did not
perceive the problems as heing serious,

Applications of the chi-square test showed that the
majority of students who had been on campus for at least
three semesters perceived visual blight to be a problem,
Images of the campus held by incoming freshmen were still
very positive, perhaps because of feelings of 1oya1t§ to
their newly chosen school and limited éxperience on campus,
These factors, combined with the low status of student
involvement in decision making in university design, ensure
continued apathy among students towards their campus envi-

ronment, and excessive tolerance of visual pollution.
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APPENDIX I

Questionnaire

(1) Age (2) Sex ~ (3) Major

(4) Number of semesters at K.S.U.

(5) Hometown and state

(6) Do you use a bicycle at school? A car?

(7) What are the main environmental problems on campus?

(8) Do you feel it is important to have an attractive cam-
pus? Why, or why not?

(9) Have you visited any other campuses? Where?

(10) What were the main differences in appearance between it
and K.S8.U.?

(11) What 2 or 3 places do you find the most attractive on
campus?

(12) What 2 or 3 places do you find least attractive on cam~
pus?

(13) Do you think we have visual pollution on campus?

(14) What do you think might contribute to visual pollution

on campus?

50



51

(15) Which of the following do you feel might contribute to

(16)

the visual pollution of campus? (Please rank)

(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)
(e)

(£)
(g)
(h)
(1)

(3
(k)
(1)
(m)
(n)
(o)

(p)

No problem Moderate

Serious

Cement sidewalks,
parking lots

Nichol¥s Gymnasium

Temporary stairs at
Farrell Library

Campus: Creek

Signs and advertise-
ments

Greenhouses
Cow barns
Air conditioners

Maintenance and con-
struction work

Older buildings
Condition of buildings
Litter

Unkempt lawns

Lack of flowers
Clashing architecture
Poor landscaping -

If funds were available for beautification of the

school grounds, how would you recommend they be used?
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Visual blight is gaining recognition as a contribu-
ting factor in the deterioration of man's physical environ=-
ment, Whereas its existence may not appear as urgent as
problems of air pollution, water pollution,;and noise, its
effects on the human system have not been fully researched.
The university has a special responsibility to prevent visual
blight and to provide an aesthetically inspiring environment
conducive to stimulation and learning.

Mants ability to adapt to environmental deteriora-
tion has caused concern among those who believe that not
only are these‘adaptaiioné'undesirahle-for mankind, but that
the qualities constituting the uniqueness of human life are
gradually being foregone. In seeking to avoid visual disrup-
tion and other forms of environmental deterioration, people
tend to anaesthetize their senses and withdraw into apathy
to avoid the unpleasantness of their surroundings.

This study examined student }erception of visual
blight. on the Kansas State University campus. Attitudes
were gathered from a questionnaire distributed to a sample
group of students from Moore Residence Hall. It was found
that those who had attended classes at K.S.U. for more than
two semesters were most aware of visual pollution on the
university grounds. No significant association was found
between perception of blight and major field of study, sex,
or urban/rural place of residence. There was a low level of
awareness of visual blight among the sample group, and
respanses indicated widespread apathy concerning the physical
attributes of the campus.
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Thistréport'concluded that students were becoming
immune to instances of visual blight on campus, and unlesé
they were given more of an initiatory role in campus plan-
ning, the apathy would continue along with gradual deterior-
ation of the natural beauty of the campus. It was proposed
that a-systematic analysis of student attitudes be under-

taken before further decisions on campus design were made,



