4.9. Map scales. One of your colleagues, Mike Marshall, does not like the type of scale that you commonly incorporate into your management maps. He prefers to use another type of scale, and insists that you use it as well. Identify, define, and describe the possible advantages and disadvantages of three types of approaches for creating map scales.
A scale can be displayed using graphical, equivalent (verbal), or proportional scales Graphical scales generally do not indicate the exact scale of a map (as do proportional or equivalent scales), but visually associate the length of a map feature to actual ground distances. Many people relate to this form of scale more effectively than they do to the proportional or equivalent scales. Equivalent scales are those where one unit of distance on a map (usually the left-hand side of the scale) is equal to (using the equal sign) one unit of distance on the actual landscape. Each side of the scale can use a different unit of measure (e.g., 1 inch = 10 chains), which distinguishes this type of scale from the proportional scale, where each side of the scale is unitless. Proportional scales are generally presented using a representative fraction, such as 1:24,000. With this type of scale, users should interpret 1 unit on the map as representing 24,000 of the same units on the ground (e.g., 1 map inch represents 24,000 ground inches, or 1 map centimeter represents 24,000 ground centimeters). Proportional and equivalent scales are also interchangeable. For example, an equivalent scale that reads 1 inch = 1 mile is the same as a proportional scale of 1:63,360 (1 inch on a map represents 63,360 inches, or 1 mile, on the ground).
One strong advantage of graphical and proportional scales is that they will still be useful should a map surface (paper or other material) be reduced or enlarged. Equivalent scales will not accommodate changes in map surface size.
