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ABSTRACT

People experience different types of landscapes every day. The quality of these landscapes has a major effect on their psychological well-being 
and general satisfaction of a place. Determining the quality of landscapes is an important issue for policy makers and planners, especially 
when making decisions about the conservation or transformation of urban landscapes. Defining quality based on people’s perception has 
received significant attention from planners and decision makers as it can lead to greater public involvement and improve the reliability of 
the decisions. This research aimed to determine the criteria important for landscape quality assessment by using walk-and-talk interviews in 
two green landscapes in Newcastle upon Tyne (UK). The attributes affecting people’s choices include naturalness, locomotion, smoothness, 
surprise, variety, sense of place, tranquillity, rarity, legibility, safety, complexity, mystery, openness, accessibility, maintenance and 
management. Not all of these attributes have the same weight, as some are more influential in determining people’s preferences, however, 
categorizing them into primary and secondary attributes, provided a means of evaluating landscape that is less costly and time-consuming. 
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Introduction

The word landscape comes from the German word 
“Landschaft” meaning a  bounded area and the Dutch 
word “landchap” meaning a  visual or artistic perceived 
area (Selman 2012). Nan Fairbrother (1970) states that 
landscape is a  separate concept from nature and de-
scribes the interaction between society and its habitat, 
and Cosgrove and Daniels (1988) define it as a cultural 
image of the surrounding area. In most contemporary 
definitions and more specifically the European Land-
scape Convention, landscape is seen and understood in 
the eyes, mind, and heart of beholders with an empha-
sis on cultural values (Fairclough 2002). Thus, currently 
landscape is regarded as “an area, as perceived by people, 
whose character is the result of the action and interaction 
of natural and/or human factors” (Ahern et al. 2009). 

Landscapes are experienced by a range of people on 
a  daily basis and affect their psychological well-being 
and general satisfaction of places (Ruelle et al. 2013). The 
quality of landscapes has a direct effect on the quality of 
life. It affects people’s  satisfaction with cities, their per-
spective of cities and personal situations. It can be re-
garded as one of the factors determining the quality of 
life for communities (Gavrilidis et al. 2016). Visual attrib-
utes of surrounding landscapes can affect a citizen’s sat-
isfaction and be a  factor in determining whether they 
leave a  city (Barreira et al. 2019). People’s  satisfaction 
with landscapes can provide an opportunity to make the 
local community liveable in, increase the sense of place 
and reduce un-civic behaviour (Ruelle et al. 2013). In 
contrast, several studies show that renewal programs and 
urban interventions that do not integrate people’s  per-
ception and satisfaction are likely to result in boycotting 
the interventions or even vandalism (Sharp et al. 2005; 

Orueta 2007; Ruelle et al. 2013). Therefore, considering 
people’s  preferences for landscapes is highly important 
for planners and policymakers.

This study seeks to determine people’s perception of 
quality. What people perceive and the rationale of their 
preferences are important for determining how land-
scapes are evaluated. In order to address the aim of this 
research, the main characteristics influencing their judg-
ments need to be identified. This will be done by com-
paring people’s view of two urban landscapes (parks) one 
of which is reclaimed industrial wasteland. The attributes 
of these two parks will be compared in order to identify 
the attribute(s) important in determining their quality as 
landscapes and the rationale behind people’s perception 
of the quality of landscapes. 

To achieve this aim, three questions were addressed: 
1. What are the important attributes?
2. How do these attributes determine quality?
3. Are all the attributes equally important?

Methodology

A  case study approach was used to provide detailed 
information on landscape quality in a  real-life context 
(Crowe et al. 2011) and provide conceptual validity in 
terms of the identification and measurement of indicators 
of quality (Starman 2013). The data was obtained from 
walk and talk interviews recorded in two green spaces 
(parks) in Newcastle upon Tyne. Riverside Park, which 
is recently reclaimed industrial wasteland where the city 
landscaped the naturally grown vegetation. Exhibition 
Park is a well-designed urban park. These two parks differ 
in that one mainly consists of naturally developing vegeta-
tion and the other is well-designed with well-maintained 
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areas of grass. Comparing the reaction of people to these 
two parks will clarify the reaction of people to semi-natu-
ral landscapes and endemic fl ora and fauna. In addition, 
these two parks have diff erent social characteristics. Th e 
nature of the questions asked in the interviews was deter-
mined by the attributes cited in the literature.

Th is study used semi-structured interviews with 
specifi c groups of people to determine why they have 
a  particular attitude towards a  place or phenomenon. 
Although most landscape preference studies use surveys 
and questionnaires along with photographs or computer 
visualizations (Ruelle et al. 2013), the responses are oft en 
limited by the quality of photographs or range of ques-
tions in the questionnaires. 

Interviews provide scope for determining the ration-
ale of each response. Interviews can be conducted with 
either groups or single individuals (Dicicco and Crabtree 
2006). In one-to-one interviews, the interviewees are not 
challenged and may not provide considered answers, 
whereas group interviews oft en result in a discussion that 
results in a  more considered response (Bryman 2001). 
It is suggested that the number of participants in such 
groups should be between 6 to 10 people (Bryman 2001) 
as when the number of interviewees exceeds 6 or 7, the 
answers tend to be the same (Coeterier 1996). If the in-
terviewees are familiar with one another, the discussion 
is likely to be more natural (Bryman 2001). Based on this 
information, seven female master students of Newcastle 
University from fi ve diff erent countries participated in 

this study. Th e interviewees were all in their 20s but with 
diff erent educational backgrounds in that they were ei-
ther studying Landscape Architecture, Urban Planning, 
Communication, Linguistics or Soft ware Engineering. 
Th ey were invited through social media. 

One of the important characteristics of the interviews 
is that they were carried out while walking in a particu-
lar landscape. Mobile interviews result in the discovery 
of new spaces and subjects for discussion (Macpherson 
2016). In addition, this is an ideal technique for obtain-
ing more detailed data due to the connection between 
the interviewees and surrounding environment (Evans 
and Jones 2011). Mobility while talking is more likely 
to reveal issues (Jones et al. 2008) and facilitate discus-
sion (Macpherson 2016). Th is approach is thought to 
more likely reveal, how diff erent people value landscapes 
(Macpherson 2016), which is important for understand-
ing landscape quality. Th us, the data used in this study 
were obtained from interviews, which was compared 
with that in the literature. Th e overall structure of this 
research is presented below (Fig. 1).

Literature Review

Paradigms of landscape quality assessment
Landscape quality evaluations can be categorized into 

monetary and non-monetary (Tempesta 2014). Th ere are 
two categories of non-monetary: objectivist (expert-de-

Fig. 1 Structure of the study.
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sign approach) and subjectivist (community percep-
tion-based approach), which differ in terms of their spe-
cific views on landscapes (Pouya and Behbahani 2017). 
In the former, the visual quality is considered to be inher-
ent to landscapes and in the latter the quality is in the eye 
of the beholder (Lothian 1999; De Val et al. 2006). The 
monetary approach has various categories: supply based, 
demand-based, revealed preferences and stated prefer-
ences, which can be useful for analysing the cost-ben-
efit of large infrastructure projects, the effectiveness of 
subsidies given to farmers for improving the landscape, 
or payments for damage caused by landscape transfor-
mation (Tempesta 2014). The monetary approach is not 
used in this study, which is based entirely subjective. 

An expert-approach evaluates and inspects landscapes 
based on the view of a trained expert (Daniel 2001). In 
this approach, the biophysical features of landscapes 
(mountains, lakes, etc.) are transformed into parameters 
(De Val et al. 2006) such as form, texture, colour and line 
and are ranked in terms of quality from low to high. This 
approach is objective and based on the assumption that 
landscape quality is determined by its physical features. 
The human aspect is acknowledged in terms of view-
points, location, number of viewers and sensitivity (Dan-
iel 2001). In contrast, the perception-based  approach em-
phasizes the human view of landscapes (Wu et al. 2006) 
and regards landscape quality as being in the eye of the 
beholder (Pouya and Behbahani 2017). Various land-
scape studies using this approach introduce derived per-
ceptual factors of landscape (Daniel 2001) and the emo-
tional responses of people to different landscapes. More 
specifically it reveals the role of landscape in mediating 
emotional responses (Zube et al. 1974; Parsons et al. 
1998) and/or it effect on health (Seymour 2016; Frumkin 
et al. 2017). That is this approach is based on the senso-
ry, emotional and cognitive factors of the relationships of 
people with landscapes (Daniel 2001).

During the last decade, there were several subjective 
studies on landscape quality. In such a study of the visual 
quality of urban landscapes Keshtkaran et al (2017) use 
elements of visual design to assess their physical quality 
using pictures (Bell 2004). Pouya and Behbahani (2017), 
in a similar study, use pictures to assess the quality of the 
landscapes in two memorial gardens. In addition, to the 
physical elements of landscape other concepts such as 
stewardship, coherence, disturbance, historicity, visual 
scale, image ability, complexity and naturalness are iden-
tified in the review of the key concepts of landscape qual-
ity by Tveit and Fry (2006). The above highlight specific 
indicators of landscape quality and below the literature 
on the assessment of landscape quality will be reviewed. 

Attributes used to assess landscape quality 
Most of the preference studies on landscape quali-

ty were done after 1960 by Appleton (1975), Anderson 
(1978), Kaplan (1979), Zube (1987), Nassauer (1995), 
Coeterier (1996), Swanwick (2002) and Burton and Rym-

sa-Fitschen (2008) were reviewed and analysed in this 
study in order to determine the attributes for assessing 
landscape quality. 

Kaplan (1979) assumes preference is a complex pro-
cess, which includes perception and reaction in terms 
of usefulness and supportiveness. He believes that it is 
important to understand people’s preferences and show 
they are not idiosyncratic. There might be patterns in 
the preferences (Kaplan 1979) and differences between 
groups’ people in their preferences for a landscape (Rog-
ge et al. 2007). Kaplan (1979) propose two underlying 
purposes: ‘making sense’ and ‘involvement’, for identify-
ing the preference of people for landscapes. Making sense 
is about understanding what is currently stimulated by it, 
with those landscapes inducing these responses being the 
preferred (Coeterier 1996).

Coeterier (1996) suggests complexity is an important 
attribute determining preference for a landscape. “Com-
plexity” in terms of “diversity” or “richness” is seen as 
an important characteristic of landscapes. Kaplan et al. 
(1998) relate complexity to coherence and argue that too 
much complexity has a negative effect on coherence as it 
makes a  landscape difficult to comprehend. Coherence 
is achieved by having identifiable components, such as 
“legibility”, which is the ability to be able to interpret 
and understand the structure and perceive a  landscape 
(Zube 1987). “Openness”, which is ‘the amount of space 
perceivable to a  viewer’, “smoothness”  – the ‘uniform-
ity of ground texture’, and “locomotion”  – the ‘ease of 
traversing without undue effort’ are important features 
of a landscape that can affect people’s preference (Kaplan 
et al. 1989). They investigated these attributes along with 
“spaciousness”, which is the amount of room for wander-
ing. Previous studies on spaciousness (Gallagher 1977; 
Anderson 1978) see it as a negative attribute. Some au-
thors discuss different components of spaciousness, par-
ticularly openness and state that whether it is a positive 
or negative feature depends on the location (Rogge et al. 
2007) and in some cases can even lead to the feeling of 
calmness (report of the Research Box (2009) for Natural 
England). 

“Mystery” is another aspect, which may increase will-
ingness to explore a landscape (Kaplan 1979), but might 
be mistaken for “novelty” or “surprise”. Novelty implies 
exploring something new and surprise finding some-
thing unexpected (Zube 1987). Mystery can be provid-
ed by features like curved paths. Although some people 
think that dense vegetation increases the mystery of 
a place Kaplan et al. (1998) state that landscapes in which 
the view is limited lack mystery. 

“Management” is considered to be important in terms 
of increasing the quality of a landscape (Rogge et al. 2007), 
especially if it includes maintenance, rules for safety issues 
and provision of facilities. The criteria of this attribute 
mean that its effects may depend on the landscape. Too 
much maintenance is viewed negatively, as it can result in 
an artificial and restrictive landscape, and too little, in an 
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appearance of negligence or vandalism (Coeterier 1996). 
“Variety” is also of interest, as places with high variety 
are valued (Rogge et al. 2007) for providing people with 
chances for learning and discovery, however, simplici-
ty is also appreciated as it can result in unity, especially 
in small-scale landscapes. In the report of Research Box 
(2009), simplicity is considered as a feature that can pro-
vide amenity benefi ts such paths for cycling or a playing 
fi eld and a sense of tranquillity and calmness. 

“Unity” is one of the attributes proposed by Coeterier 
(1996) and is defi ned as the situation when all the parts 
fi t together and function as a whole giving the landscape 
an air of completeness.

“Naturalness”, which is the impression that the environ-
ment is natural in terms of the fl ora and fauna (Coeterier 
1996), is always mistaken for ecological quality (Nassauer 
1995). Appreciating naturalness and the extent to which 
this attribute is considered positive, depends on our view 
of culture (Appleton 1975). Even the most fundamental 
elements of nature and vegetation are perceived through 

cultural lenses. Generally, it is believed that people prefer 
natural landscapes, however, what they are more likely to 
prefer is not viewed in terms of ecological quality because 
it tends to be messy (Nassauer 1995). Th ey appreciate na-
ture, but only when it is present in landscapes that are de-
signed (Appleton 1975). People prefer natural landscapes, 
as they are green and predominantly rural, but clearly 
man-made features make them more desirable. Th e Re-
search Box (2009) study revealed that people prefer rug-
ged and isolated landscapes when seeking adventure and 
discovery, but otherwise designed green spaces and areas 
with few natural elements and more man-made features. 
Kaplan et al. (1998) considers natural landscapes to be 
unsuitable for most people, as they lack a clear focus and 
might provoke concerns of becoming lost. 

Sensory impressions of people of colours, smell, taste, 
sound, humidity, temperature, light and shadow aff ect 
their perception and preference, and can give a “sense of 
identity” to a place (Coeterier 1996). “Safety” is another 
important attribute that can greatly aff ect people’s pref-

Fig. 2 Attributes of Landscape Quality.
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erences. It is viewed as a  sense of fear by Kaplan et al. 
(1998) that many people experience when entering an 
unfamiliar landscape, which engenders a  sense of fear. 
In this context, visual access is important, as landscapes 
with dense vegetation that restricts their view is likely to 
increase their sense of fear. The sign of human involve-
ment in a landscape, such as fences and walls, can reduce 
the fear factor (Kaplan et al. 1998). 

“Location” of the site and “accessibility” are additional 
features that can affect people’s preferences (Burton and 
Rymsa-Fitschen 2008). Swanwick (2002) introduces fea-
tures such as “rarity”, if there is a rare feature in a land-

scape and “tranquillity”, if the noise level and light from 
adjacent built up areas is low. 

Based on the above people’s  preferences for a  land-
scape are affected by the following attributes: manage-
ment, location, image and identity, physical charac-
teristics, each of which are determined by one or more 
features (Fig. 2).

Case Study and Findings

Riverside Walker Park (St. Anthonys), Newcastle upon Tyne
Riverside Park is located in the St Anthony’s area in 

south-eastern Newcastle upon Tyne. It was occupied by 
heavy industry in the past and after 1980 the land was 
reclaimed and now consists of large areas of grassland 
and woodland with a spectacular view of the River Tyne 
(Emms 2006). Like many other wastelands, this area 
became available as a  result of industrial decline (Mah 
2010), but subsequently became a site of high ecological 
value, with a great range of habitats and dense woodland 
and scrub inhabited by many species of animals, such as 
birds, foxes and rabbits (Emms 2006). Nevertheless, the 
City Council was worried by the level vandalism and de-
cided to develop the area with the view of making it more 
attractive for the public. The interview route of Riverside 
Park is shown in the following map (Fig. 3).

It is a large area that has been recolonized by nature 
where one can walk, cycle or go fishing, as there are sev-
eral cycle ways and footpaths through the site and along 

Fig. 3 Route in Riverside Park along which people were 
interviewed (Source: Google maps).

Fig. 4 Vegetation in Riverside Park (Source: author).
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the river. It is located near several bus stations with di-
rect and quick (< 20 mins) access to the city centre. City 
council improved the foot and cycle paths, provided 
linkages for green corridors, cleared some of the vegeta-
tion and improved the public areas by improving securi-
ty and providing facilities for a range of activities (Emms 
2006). 

Th e people interviewed had not previously visited 
the site and were brought there by bus. Th e discussions 
took place while walking along a route designed by the 
researcher so that it would not exhaust the interviewees.

As this landscape was a former industrial site, it was 
not viewed initially by the interviewees as attractive. More 
specifi cally, they found the paths inappropriate for easy 
walking and in terms of naturalness, some found it very 
natural, but its negative eff ect on visibility increased their 
feeling of fear. Th e poor visibility increased the  element 
of surprise, but made it diffi  cult to conceive it as a land-
scape. Th is attribute was also connected with the myste-
riousness of this landscape. Th ey believed that the lack of 
management resulted in the vast amount of vegetation 

in this park. Others had a more positive view in that the 
naturalness increased their feeling of tranquillity. Almost 
half found it had a positive and relaxing eff ect while the 
other half found it increased their sense of fear and inse-
curity (Fig. 4).

Although this area is located near bus stations, the 
interviewees did not fi nd it easily accessible, perhaps 
due to its emptiness. Smoothness was not an attribute 
of this area, which hindered its exploration. High eco-
logical value associated with the river created a  sense 
of identity and the sound of birds, the river and leaves 
resulted in a  unique and enjoyable experience. Com-
plexity was noted by some interviewees, which they at-
tributed to the dense vegetation. Some of them related 
the poor visibility to a lack of variety but others did not 
know what constituted the landscape, as there was a lack 
of natural features, like the river. However, most of them 
viewed the landscape as boring, because of a  lack of 
variety. Safety issues aff ected many other attributes or 
were associated with them. Lack of safety was viewed 
as the most important impediment to regularly visiting 

Fig. 5 Summary of the results for Riverside Park.
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and exploring this landscape, especially if alone. Th us, 
although some attributes of this landscape were viewed 
positively, safety is a major issue for people visiting this 
area (Fig. 5).

Exhibition Park, Newcastle upon Tyne
Exhibition Park is located in the centre of Newcastle 

and has existed since 1870 and was known previously as 
Bull Park. Aft er 1885 North of England, Mining and Me-
chanical Engineering exhibitions were held in this space, 
which resulted in it being called Exhibition Park (Ains-
ley and Archnold 2013). It is one of the biggest parks in 
Newcastle upon Tyne with a variety of facilities including 
a coff ee shop, basketball court, tennis court, skate-park, 
and a lake. Th is park, unlike Riverside Park is not covered 
with dense vegetation, but with cut grass and well laid out 
green spaces. It is now undergoing redevelopment fund-
ed by the Heritage Lottery and some parts are closed to 
the public. Fig. 6 shows the route of interview at Exhibi-
tion Park.

Th e attributes listed in the previous section were dis-
cussed while walking in this landscape. Th is site was vis-
ited aft er returning from Riverside Park. Of the 7 inter-
viewees, 3 had previously visited and were familiar with 
this park. Th e attributes were physical characteristics, 
image, identity, location and management.

Unlike their responses to Riverside Park, almost all of 
the interviewees responded in the same way to the at-
tributes of this landscape. Th ey regarded the high qual-
ity paths as suitable for all types of activities and abun-
dant enough to provide quick access to diff erent parts of 
this park. Hence, “smoothness” and “locomotion” were 
valued as important attributes of this park. In terms of 
“naturalness”, they viewed wasteland as having a higher 
ecological value, but that naturalness and amount of veg-
etation in this park are suffi  cient. Th e large areas of grass 
were appreciated by some interviewees in that they pro-
vided suitable space for resting and chatting. Lack of 
dense vegetation was admired by the interviewees as it 
increased the “legibility” and “openness” of this site. Th ey 
also related naturalness and the amount of vegetation to 
the “mysteriousness” of this site in terms of a lack of “sur-
prise”. “Complexity” of this space was considered to be 
low and “variety” was based on man-made and natural 
elements and the range of activities it off ers. Th ey be-
lieved this Park was suffi  ciently “tranquil”, whereas Riv-
erside Park was too complex and boring (Fig. 7).

“Rarity” and “sense of place” were the attributes most 
valued at this site and are associated with the existence of 
birds and swans near the lake. In terms of “location and 
accessibility”, this site was considered to be very acces-
sible and well located. Th ey even compared it with the 
previous site and argued that psychologically, they con-
sider this area to be more accessible even though both are 
located at similar distances from the centre and in similar 
situations. “Management” and “safety” of the park were 
ranked very highly and even related to each other as good 
management results in good safety. Summary of results 
are represented in following chart (Fig. 8).

Fig. 6 Route in Exhibition Park along which people were 
interviewed (Source: Google maps).

Fig. 7 Panoramic views of Exhibition park (Source: author).
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Discussion

Th e subjective assessment of landscape quality is de-
pendent upon people’s status (Rogge et al. 2007), which 
infl uences their preferences. Attributes of landscape 
quality are those features of a landscape that are impor-
tant in determining people’s  preferences. Attributes re-
garded as important were obtained from the literature 
published since 1970 by Kaplan (1979), Zube (1987) and 
Coeterier (1996), and categorized into four groups: phys-
ical characteristics that include naturalness, locomotion 
and smoothness, image and identity that includes sur-
prise, variety, sense of place, tranquillity, rarity, legibili-
ty, mystery and openness, and location that includes ac-
cessibility and management especially maintenance and 
cleanness. Below is a  table, in which the quality of the 
important attributes of the two landscapes studied are 
compared. 

Table 1 Comparison of the quality of the attributes of Exhibition 
Park and Riverside Park.

Landscape attributes Riverside Park Exhibition Park

Locomotion Low High

Smoothness Low High

Naturalness High Medium

Tranquillity High Medium

Sense of Place High High

Variety Low High

Complexity High Low

Mysteriousness High Low

Surprise High Low

Openness Low High

Legibility Low High

Management Low High

Rarity High Low

Safety Low High

Accessibility Low High

Th e interviewees’ responses to these attributes were 
similar to that reported in the literature reviewed. Th ey 
valued some attributes similarly to that reported in the 

Fig. 8 Summary of the results for Exhibition Park.
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literature as positive, such as sense of place, management, 
openness, variety, smoothness, locomotion, surprise and 
safety. Complexity, which is valued negatively in the lit-
erature, was also considered to have a negative eff ect in 
terms of the coherence and legibility of an area. Other 
attributes were challenged and some were valued diff er-
ently. Naturalness is an attribute that despite what some 
studies report, is not viewed positively. Nevertheless, nat-
uralness is viewed in the same way as by Appleton (1975) 
in that it largely depends on the cultural background of 
the people, with some preferring to be in natural envi-
ronments while others do not. However, all of the inter-
viewees in this study preferred Exhibition Park, which 
is in a less natural setting. Very tranquil sites are viewed 
negatively. Accessibility is a  controversial attribute as it 
is viewed diff erently in this research as the interviewees 
considered more the situation rather than the accessibil-
ity of the site. Th ey believed that empty landscapes, al-
though highly accessible, are not as accessible as crowded 
space. Mysteriousness is another attribute challenged by 
this study and unlike in the literature it was not viewed 
positively in terms of attracting more people to explore 
a site (Kaplan 1979). Th e interviewees viewed Riverside 
Park as mysterious, however, were not eager to visit this 
site again. Th is is also true for the feeling of surprise as 
although Riverside Park was viewed as surprising they 
were nevertheless not eager to explore it. Th e quality 
of these attributes is aff ected by level of safety and va-
riety at the sites. Th is study revealed that the attributes 
are not equally important for qualifying landscapes as 
the interviewees considered some features as more in-
fl uential than others in determining their preferences. 
Riverside Park was valued for its sense of identity, rarity, 
mystery, tranquillity and complexity; however, almost 
all of the interviewees were not willing to visit the site 
again. Th e major problem was the lack of safety as those 
who appreciated the tranquillity and mysteriousness of 
the area, were not eager to walk there alone. Th e sense of 
fear is a major attribute aff ecting the view of the overall 
quality of a  particular site. Aft er safety, lack of variety, 
management, legibility and locomotion are considered 
the most important. In Exhibition Park the interviewees 
talked positively about their feelings for the area mainly 
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in terms of variety, legibility, accessibility, management, 
locomotion and safety.

Although this site lacks surprise, mysteriousness, 
complexity and rarity the interviewees were interest-
ed in visiting the site again. People tend to choose and 
value landscapes that provide them with the possibility 
of experiencing a wide range of activities. Accessibility, 
management and legibility are also signifi cant attributes 
determining the quality of a landscape. Overall, although 
Riverside Park was valued for its tranquillity, sense of 
identity, sense of place, rarity and mystery, it was not 
viewed as a  high-quality landscape as poor safety was 
a major issue and locomotion, management and lack of 
variety were also infl uential. Although Exhibition Park 
lacked rarity, mystery, and to some extent a  sense of 
place, it was valued very highly by all the interviewees, 
with some attributes being more infl uential in determin-
ing the quality of this site. 

Th is research considers the diff erence between the at-
tributes of landscapes and categories them as either pri-
mary or secondary. Based on the views of the interview-
ees the primary attributes are locomotion, safety, variety, 
legibility, management, accessibility and naturalness, and 
secondary attributes smoothness, surprise, sense of place, 
complexity, tranquillity, rarity and mystery.

Conclusions

Landscapes provoke unique feelings, meanings and 
concepts that can eff ect senses of identity (Pouya and Be-
hbahani 2017), physical and psychological health (Abra-
ham et al. 2010) and satisfaction of the environment 
(Kearney 2006). Understanding the quality of these land-
scapes in terms of people’s perception can help planners 
to defi ne the values of environments and result in better 
decisions. In order to achieve this one needs to be more 
rigorous in defi ning landscape quality and the ways, in 

which perceptual quality is assessed. Using the methods 
of assessing landscape quality cited in the literature pub-
lished over the last fi ve years, a framework for assessing 
the quality of landscapes was developed. Although sev-
eral recent studies on landscape quality were carried out 
using photographs (Keshtkaran et al. 2017; Gungor and 
Polat 2018; Roth et al. 2018), in this study people were 
brought to the landscapes and questioned about their 
feelings an analysis of which revealed that certain attrib-
utes, like safety, can have a marked eff ect on their assess-
ment of the quality of the landscape. Visiting a landscape 
is more likely to give them an accurate picture of safety 
than looking at photographs. Some attributes, such as 
safety and accessibility, are more important for people 
when assessing the quality of a  landscape and visiting 
the landscape gives them a better idea of the quality of 
these attributes. Th is systematic study of the assessment 
of landscape quality is based on people’s views when ac-
tually visiting urban green landscapes. Th e results of this 
study will help with the planning and management of 
landscapes. Highlighting those attributes that are of pri-
mary importance (legibility, variety, safety, naturalness, 
management, accessibility and locomotion) should help 
policymakers and planners to quickly evaluate landscapes 
as it greatly reduces the number of attributes that need to 
be evaluated. Th is is in addition to existing park evalua-
tor tools, such as Th e Trust for Public Land Park Score. It 
will place more emphasis on the quality of urban green 
spaces, rather than the existence of a park or green space.
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