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Abstract 
Visual aesthetic quality is a pivotal aspect in the assessment and preservation of cultural 
landscapes, particularly within the context of World Heritage Sites. These sites attain global 
recognition for their exceptional universal value, symbolizing both distinctive cultural and 
natural heritage. Notably, cultural landscapes, characterized by their aesthetic and visual 
qualities, frequently constitute a significant component of these recognized locations. This 
chapter delves into an extensive exploration of multidisciplinary literature, encompassing the 
research domains of cultural landscape, landscape visual quality, landscape aesthetic value, 
environmental perception, and preference. By undertaking a comprehensive review, this 
study synthesizes insights from diverse disciplines to form an integrated conceptual 
framework for evaluating visual quality in cultural landscapes. The examination extends 
beyond mere aesthetic considerations to encompass a holistic understanding of cultural 
landscapes, emphasizing their cultural, natural, and visual dimensions. This integrative 
approach aims to enhance the assessment methodologies employed in safeguarding and 
managing the visual aesthetics of World Heritage Sites and other culturally significant 
landscapes. 
Keywords: Cultural Landscape, Visual Quality Assessment, Integrated Framework, Aesthetic 
Theories, Heritage Conservation 
 
Introduction  

In the pursuit of sustainable development, the imperative to safeguard the natural 
aesthetic values embedded within the cultural landscapes of World Cultural Heritage Sites 
has gained prominent recognition (UNESCO, 2012). The degradation of these visually 
enchanting natural environments not only poses a threat to their intrinsic beauty but also 
raises concerns regarding its adverse impact on human well-being (Ghermandi et al., 2010). 
Challenges stemming from the unclear identification of visual aesthetic elements, ambiguous 
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conservation objectives, insufficient tourism presentation, and suboptimal construction and 
management practices related to human tourism activities have led to the degradation of 
tourism resources and environmental pollution (Cros & McKercher, 2020). 
 

This study responds to a critical academic concern, undertaking empirical analysis to 
address an urgent need for resolution. Furthermore, the World Conservation Union 
underscores the pivotal role of the visual aspect in defining the natural value of landscapes 
Khalaf (2020), with the aesthetic value of natural landscapes intricately influencing the 
perceptual allure associated with visual attractiveness (Filova et al., 2015). The contemporary 
emphasis on landscape construction, transitioning from sheer expansion to heightened 
overall quality, marks a paradigm shift. In this evolution, the visual aesthetics of landscape 
construction have emerged as a primary focal point. The present challenge lies in striking a 
delicate balance between enhancing landscape aesthetics and preserving the integrity of 
natural resources. This nuanced challenge underscores the critical need for rigorous and 
systematic evaluations of landscape visual quality, which have become indispensable for both 
the preservation and strategic development of landscapes. 

 
As World Cultural Heritage Sites garner global acclaim, it becomes evident that a lack of 

standardized and comprehensive methods impedes the thorough evaluation of the visual 
aesthetic values and overall quality of such sites. This lacuna poses substantial barriers to the 
sustainable development and effective management of cultural landscapes, impeding the 
fulfillment of user expectations for immersive and culturally rich visual experiences. Within 
this overarching context, this literature review seeks to propel the discourse on cultural 
landscapes forward by introducing a comprehensive Visual Quality Assessment Framework. 
Beyond offering a systematic evaluation approach, this framework establishes a foundation 
for future research and practical applications in the specialized field of cultural landscape 
preservation and enhancement. 
 
Theories Supporting Visual Quality Assessment of Cultural Landscapes 

Promoting social interaction, physical activity, and recreational pursuits, the aesthetic 
character of a landscape can improves the health and well-being of individuals. The 
investigation of visual quality holds considerable importance in the preservation of cultural 
landscapes and the attraction of tourists. In the study of the relationship between individuals 
and their surroundings, aesthetic value, visual quality, and visual preference are all 
interchangeable terms. The researchers evaluated the quality of the landscape by observing 
the surrounding area and applying theories of visual quality that have their roots in the field 
of landscape quality research. The researchers emphasized the importance of aesthetic value 
in the field of visual studies by defining high-quality landscapes as aesthetically pleasing or 
valuable (e.g., Schirpke et al., 2013, 2013; van Zanten et al., 2016; Hermes et al., 2018).The 
concept of aesthetics is multifaceted, encompassing art, philosophy, social science, and 
cultural history. Its definition is contingent upon the domain in which it is deliberated. 
Aesthetics is a philosophical discipline that primarily investigates the concept of aesthetic 
attractiveness and the process by which artworks are assessed conceptually. Aesthetics is 
associated with an individual's capacity to evaluate objects from multiple facets, including 
practical utility, rarity, emotions, and personal experiences, from a psychological standpoint. 
A positive emotional response is frequently accompanied by pleasure, which is commonly 
encountered when one perceives an object as attractive. Traditional aesthetic theory posits 
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that beauty is defined by fundamental qualities such as proportion, harmony, symmetry, and 
order. The appreciation and delight derived from the visual perception of natural landscapes 
constitute the definition of landscape aesthetics (e.g., Nohl, 2001; Jorgensen, 2011; Mundher 
et al., 2022). Indicators of objectives for this research were derived from pertinent studies 
concerning the evaluation of landscape aesthetics and quality. 
 
Landscape Aesthetics Philosophy 

During the period spanning from the 1970s to the 1980s, several studies were 
conducted to examine the influences of aesthetic value or the attractiveness of landscapes. 
As an illustration, Crofts (1975) proposed that hydrological features and topographical 
elements impact the aesthetic appeal of landscapes. When evaluating a landscape, Unwin 
(1975) suggested that observers should concentrate on the surface land-use characteristics 
and ground contour. Dearden (1980) categorized thirty landscape features that have the 
potential to influence the aesthetic appeal of a given area, including roads, forests, lakes, and 
coastlines. These studies establish the foundational principles that guide subsequent research 
on the aesthetic value or visual quality of landscapes and provide the theoretical framework 
for evaluating these attributes objectively. Additionally, they proposed a method by which 
objects examined in visual quality research can be identified via direct observation at the 
research site, as opposed to depending on a conceptual framework (Acar et al., 2006; Polat & 
Akay, 2015; Shayestefar et al., 2022). The two theories that are frequently applied in the field 
of visual quality evaluation are the landscape quality assessment method developed by Daniel 
and Vining in 1983 and the paradigms for assessing perceived landscape values established 
by Zube et al. in 1982 (Mundher et al., 2022). Nonetheless, these two studies have examined 
dissimilar facets. The study conducted by Zube et al (1982) aimed to examine the correlation 
between human cognition and landscape characteristics. They proposed a theoretical 
framework demonstrating that physical elements, compositional constructs, locational 
context, and naturalism are all properties that affect landscape quality. The research 
conducted by Zube et al (1982) is predominantly focused on landscape quality; consequently, 
their theoretical framework is excessively general to encompass specific aspects of visual 
quality. As a result, this research employs the framework proposed by Daniel and Vining 
(1983), which focuses on visual quality as a fundamental principle. 

Aesthetic value has been a distinct concept since the 1990s, when it supplanted the 
term ‘landscape quality’ in research pertaining to visual quality. Lothian (1999) suggested that 
the evaluation of landscape quality could be conducted using two paradigms that are 
diametrically opposed. One theoretical framework posits that quality is intrinsic to the 
physical environment, whereas the other considers quality to be an intellectual creation. This 
theory is consistent with the dictionary's definition of visual quality, which outlines two 
components: the distinguishing characteristics of an object and the level of excellence it 
exhibits (Daniel & Vining, 1983). Lothian (1999) is credited with being the first to suggest that 
the evaluation of visual quality ought to incorporate elements of both objectivism and 
subjectivism. Lothian (1999) analyzed the competing paradigms of landscape aesthetics 
considering the ideas of philosophers including Plato, Locke, and Hume. Lothian's (1999) 
seminal work on landscape visual quality established the groundwork for subsequent 
investigations into the aesthetic worth of landscapes and the formulation of measurement 
objectives. Research on the aesthetic value of landscapes has primarily focused on examining 
the correlation between individuals' perceptions and the physical attributes of the 
environment since the year 2000. These research endeavors are fundamentally concerned 
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with determining how objective variables affect subjective experiences. The study conducted 
by Kang and Liu (2022) examined the correlation between landscape categories, visual 
aesthetic quality, and the consensus of visitors' visual preferences. The study postulated, in 
accordance with the theory that visual aesthetic evaluation should be grounded in both the 
physical and psychological paradigms, that landscapes exhibiting extreme aesthetic qualities 
would elicit a more substantial consensus than those featuring moderate aesthetic qualities. 
The aesthetic worth of a given landscape was established through research on landscape 
quality. Physical properties were the primary focus of landscape quality research from the 
1960s to the 1990s. The targets that were assessed were the discernible components of the 
environment, whether natural or man-made. Consequently, numerous studies, including 
those by Shafer et al (1969); Crofts (1975); Daniel & Vining (1983), established the theoretical 
foundation for subsequent research concerning the aesthetic qualities of the environment. 
The notion of 'aesthetic value,' as initially introduced by Lothian in 1999, has emerged as a 
suitable metric for assessing the visual excellence of landscapes. Lothian (1999) delineated 
two dimensions that warrant the attention of visual quality research: the psychological 
characteristics of individuals and the physical attributes of the environment. The theoretical 
framework utilized in this study was Lothian's (1999) to ascertain the characteristics that 
influence the intrinsic value of cultural landscapes. 
 
Visual Quality and Visual Preference  

In the study of the relationship between individuals and their surroundings, aesthetic 
value, visual quality, and visual preference are all interchangeable terms. They pertain to 
visual components with the capacity to impact human cognition. The evaluation of aesthetic 
value, visual quality, or visual preference in the built environment consists of two 
components: objective and subjective (Lothian, 1999). Objectives concern the characteristics 
of elements present in the biophysical or constructed environment (Daniel, 2001; Tveit, 2009; 
Tieskens et al., 2018). The term ‘subjective’ is frequently employed to denote the aesthetic 
cognition of individual consumers, or as the proverbial saying goes, ‘the eye of the beholder’ 
(e.g., Tveit, 2009; Frank et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2016). To prevent any confusion regarding 
synonymous concepts, the aim of this study is to depict aesthetic value through landforms 
and land cover, which have an impact on the visual quality of the cultural landscape. The 
subjective nature of visual preference is indicative of human cognitive processes. Previous 
research has utilized two distinct methodologies to categorize the elements that impact the 
aesthetic appeal of the cultural environment. One approach entails the classification of 
elements into natural and man-made components. They are classified as land cover and 
landforms in the second. In contrast, there is a wide range of visual preferences among 
visitors. The landscape perception model(Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989), the scenic attractiveness 
estimation method (Arthur et al., 1977). The prospect-refuge theory (Appleton, 1975), along 
with other prevalent theories, is employed to elucidate individuals' visual preferences 
(Appleton, 1984). This segment provides an overview of the evolution of visual quality 
assessment across various contexts and specifies the metrics that will be examined in the 
present study. 

Subjectivist viewpoints regard the quality of landscapes through the lens of human 
emotion, emphasizing the interpretations, interpretations, and connotations elicited by 
observers. This perspective embodies the adage ‘beauty is in the eye of the beholder’ 
(Strumse, 1994;Salih et al., 2023). The aesthetic quality of natural resources is embodied in 
the landscape, and the subjective evaluation and worth of aesthetic satisfaction and appraisal 
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can vary considerably (Mundher et al., 2022). Individuals' preferences regarding the aesthetic 
qualities of landscapes are influenced by a multitude of personal attributes, such as social 
standing, vocation, background, experience, and culture. Visual preference is commonly 
assessed in terms of the viewer's liking of the scenery and can be defined as the landscape's 
comparative aesthetic excellence. Utilized by decision-makers to evaluate and design 
landscapes, this index is regarded as the most effective means of communicating public 
preferences regarding the landscape. The comprehension of individuals' visual inclinations is 
frequently established upon the environmental preference model (Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989) 
and the prospect and refuge theory Appleton (1975) within the realm of aesthetic value 
research. These two hypotheses play a pivotal role in establishing the structure for evaluating 
visual quality. 

To investigate the relationship between visitors' preferences and landcover type, the 
Environmental Preference Model was developed (e.g.,Ode et al., 2010; Mahdieh et al., 2011; 
Shahhoseini et al., 2023). Environmental preference is affected by landcover, according to 
(Kaplan et al., 1989). Physical elements include coherence, complexity, legibility, mystery, 
openness, safety. The capacity to recognize and value the intrinsic structure of a scene, or the 
way its components harmonize, is referred to as coherence. The degree of complexity in a 
given scene is proportional to the abundance of the landscape (e.g.,Shahhosseini et al., 2015; 
Shahhoseini et al., 2023). Complexity is defined as the variety and abundance of the elements, 
features, and their interspersion. The ease with which a scene can be identified, 
comprehended, and directed is referred to as its legibility. Furthermore, it exudes a sense of 
accessibility by virtue of its walkability and visual accessibility, which prevents disorientation 
(e.g., Shayestefar et al., 2022). The motivation and excitement of uncovering additional 
concealed information are both derived from the mystery that the audience uncovers while 
observing scene elements. Additionally, it is described as the degree to which a scene inspires 
a viewer's further investigation and fascination, thereby encouraging them to proceed in their 
stroll (Mahdieh et al., 2011; Akhir et al., 2021). The capability of an observer to obtain a broad 
perspective of the scene is referred to as its openness. Openness is contingent upon the line 
of sight and viewable area, which in turn are impacted by the obstructing size or breadth of 
the forest and are primarily determined by the topography of the forest (e.g., Strumse, 1994). 
Smoothness refers to the degree of consistency or evenness exhibited by the texture of the 
ground (Strumse, 1994; Hassanpour et al., 2020). Individuals can move about the area 
effortlessly and without exertion, as indicated by locomotion. In aesthetic quality value 
research, the four most frequently used indicators are coherence, legibility, complexity, and 
campuses Akhir et al (2022); Salih et al (2023); streets Chon & Scott shafer (2009); Santosa et 
al (2018); towns Yao et al (2012); forests MIsgav & Amir (2001); Eroğlu et al (2018); and parks 
(Acar et al., 2006; Zhang et al., 2021; Shahhoseini et al., 2023). 

The influence of environmental features on behavior is described by Appleton's (1975) 
Prospect and Refuge theory. It defines a habitat as a natural area that was necessary for 
hunting, gathering, or cultivating food, as well as a location where hazardous predators 
roamed, in accordance with the behavior and relationship of human ancestors into habitats. 
In these circumstances, enclosed spaces are thought to induce feelings of security and 
tranquility, while the possibility of accessing the outdoors is thought to be invigorating and 
thought-provoking. A sanctuary is a location where one can conceal something, which relates 
to the subjective experience of security (Lis & Iwankowski, 2021). A prospect is a location with 
an unobstructed view, which signifies the subjective experience of openness. Consistently 
demonstrated to influence visual preferences (e.g.,Wang et al (2016); Eroğlu et al (2018), 
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Prospect and Refuge, which are comparable to the indicators of Kaplan & Kaplan (1989), have 
been examined numerous times in studies of visual quality in landscape area. As a conclusion, 
numerous studies on aesthetic quality value have examined the credibility of the 
environmental preference model and the prospect and refuge theory. The research of 
aesthetic qualitative value is hypothesized to be amenable to the application of indicators 
derived from these theories, including complexity, legibility, mystery, coherence, openness, 
and safety. The environmental preference model and the prospect and refuge theory were 
therefore utilized as the theoretical foundations for this study. 
 
Theoretical Framework and Conceptual Framework 

Aesthetic Value Quality Research conducted in cultural landscape is the subject of this 
study, which is grounded in the philosophy of landscape aesthetics. The fundamental purpose 
of visual quality research, as depicted in Figure 1 by Lothian (1999), is to examine the 
correlation between subjectivity and objectives. Objectives encompass various physical 
characteristics of the environment, including roads, lakes, and recreational facilities (Mahdieh 
et al., 2011; Stojanovic et al., 2018). Objectives are also referred to as aesthetic quality in this 
study. The prevailing methodology employed in aesthetic value quality research involves the 
direct analysis of images to extract landscape elements that can be measured (e.g., Mundher 
et al., 2022; Salih et al., 2023). To mitigate potential errors arising from the researcher's 
subjective judgment, content analysis in visual aesthetic research often draws upon prior 
studies as a foundation. The present study employs the methodology outlined by Brown and 
Itami (1982) to ascertain the objectives that influence aesthetic value. Natural landscape and 
artificial landscape are the categories of objectives pertaining to the landscape. Codes for 
content analysis in natural landscapes encompass lakes, lawns, trees, boulders, and tall 
vegetation, as well as lakes, grass, trees, and trees; these codes are derived from visual 
aesthetic research conducted in parks. Roads, long-span bridges, sports fields, and pavilions, 
in addition to sculptures, garbage cans, buildings, and children's play areas, are governed by 
codes for artificial landscapes. 

The subjective, as defined by Lothian (1999), pertains to aspects of human cognition 
that are influenced by physical properties, including safety, coherence, and complexity. The 
subjective is also referred to as visual preference in this study. This study utilizes the 
theoretical frameworks established by Kaplan & Kaplan (1989); Appleton (1975), as depicted 
in Figure 1. The framework demonstrates that aesthetic value quality is represented 
subjectively. Aesthetic value research regards the environmental preference model and 
prospect refuge theory as authoritative theories. Numerous aesthetic value research studies 
have examined elements including safety, coherence, openness, mystery, and complexity. To 
examine the correlation between landscape elements and behaviours, the Prospect and 
Refuge theory was postulated (Stamps, 2008a; Stamps, 2008b). To examine the behaviours 
of both visitors and residents in the cultural landscape, the underlying theoretical framework 
selected was the System for Observing Play and Recreation in Communities. McKenzie et al. 
(2006) classified the activities of visitors into three categories: sedentary, regular, and 
moderate. As a result, the System for Observing Play and Recreation in Communities was 
utilized to gather information regarding behaviours that are influenced by aesthetic value. 
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Figure 1. Theoretical Framework and Conceptual Framework (Design by Author). 

 
In brief, the purpose of this study is to examine the correlation between individuals' 

visual preferences and their related behaviors. The following theories were selected as 
foundational elements: landscape aesthetic philosophy, environmental preference model, 
prospect refuge theory, landscape assessment and management, and community play and 
recreation observation system. These theories, according to Lothian (1999), symbolize 
objective properties, subjective beliefs, and human behaviour, respectively. Consequently, 
natural landscape, artificial landscape, complexity, enigma, legibility, coherence, openness, 
safety, sedentary activity, regular activity, and moderate activity are the variables evaluated 
in this study. 
 
Conclusion 

In conclusion, this study has provided a comprehensive examination of the visual 
aesthetic quality of cultural landscapes, leveraging aesthetic theories to establish an 
integrated framework. This framework not only clarifies each variable but also serves as a 
valuable tool for assessing visual aesthetic quality in world cultural heritage areas. The 
practical application of this framework offers local governments a more straightforward and 
sustainable approach to making informed judgments for the protection of the aesthetic 
quality of cultural landscapes. The literature review conducted in this study underscores the 
existing body of research on visual quality, visual preference, aesthetic value, and behaviors 
in cultural landscape. In contrast to previous studies, this research contributes a 
comprehensive and systematic examination within the context of cultural landscapes, 
offering valuable insights into leveraging visual quality assessments for sustainable 
development. Through these contributions, this study aims to advance the understanding and 
management of visual aesthetics, particularly in the intricate realm of cultural landscapes. 
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While the study has successfully defined and comprehended variables for visual aesthetic 
quality, the recognition of their unequal weights and importance calls for careful 
consideration in future research. Further exploration is essential to determine the 
applicability of these variables and establish robust methodologies for their assessment. 
Moreover, this research lays the foundation for identifying key visual aesthetic variables, 
providing guidance for researchers, world cultural heritage managers, communities, and non-
governmental organizations in effectively protecting and managing the visual aesthetics of 
cultural landscapes. 

 
Corresponding Author 
Noor Fazamimah Mohd Ariffin 

Department of Architecture, Faculty of Design and Architecture, Universtiti Putra Malaysia, 
Serdang Selangor, Malaysia  
Email: fazamimah@upm.edu.my 
 
References 
Journal Articles 
Acar, C., Kurdoglu, B. C., Kurdoglu, O., & Acar, H. (2006). Public preferences for visual quality 

and management in the Kackar Mountains National Park (Turkey). International Journal 
of Sustainable Development & World Ecology, 13(6), 499–512.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504500609469699 

Akhir, N. M., Sakip, S. R. M., Abbas, M. Y., & Othman, N. (2021). Analyzing the criteria of 
planting design for visual landscape quality in campus. Planning Malaysia, 19.  
https://doi.org/10.21837/pm.v19i16.950 

Akhir, N. M., Sakip, S. R. M., Abbas, M. Y., Othman, N., & Halim, D. K. (2022). Visual Landscape 
Quality Relationship towards Students’ Well-Being. Environment-Behaviour 
Proceedings Journal, 7(19), Article 19. https://doi.org/10.21834/ebpj.v7i19.3258 

Appleton, J. (1984). Prospects and Refuges Re-Visited. Landscape Journal, 3(2), 91–103. 
  https://doi.org/10.3368/lj.3.2.91 
Arthur, L. M., Daniel, T. C., & Boster, R. S. (1977). Scenic assessment: An overview. Landscape 

Planning, 4, 109–129. https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3924(77)90014-4 
Brown, T. J., & Itami, R. M. (1982). Landscape principles study: Procedures for landscape 

assessment and management—Australia. Landscape Journal, 1(2), 113-121. 
Chon, J., & Shafer, S. C. (2009). Aesthetic Responses to Urban Greenway Trail Environments. 

Landscape Research, 34(1), 83–104. https://doi.org/10.1080/01426390802591429 
Crofts, R. S. (1975). The Landscape Component Approach to Landscape Evaluation. 

Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, 66, 124–129. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/621626 

Daniel, T. C. (2001). Whither scenic beauty? Visual landscape quality assessment in the 21st 
century. Landscape and Urban Planning, 54(1–4), 267–281. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(01)00141-4 

Daniel, T. C., & Vining, J. (1983). Methodological Issues in the Assessment of Landscape 
Quality. In I. Altman & J. F. Wohlwill (Eds.), Behavior and the Natural Environment (pp. 
39–84). Springer US. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4613-3539-9_3 

Dearden, P. (1980). A statistical technique for the evaluation of the visual quality of landscape 
for land-use planning purposes. Journal of Environmental Management, 10, 51–68.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3924(80)90004-4 



 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
Vol. 1 4 , No. 4, 2024, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2024 
 

599 
 

Eroğlu, E., Kaya, S., Dogan, T. G., Meral, A., Demirci, S., Başaran, N., & Corbaci, O. L. (2018). 
Determination of the Visual Preferences of Different Habitat Types (2018070243). 
Preprints.  
https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints201807.0243.v1 

Filova, L., Vojar, J., Svobodova, K., & Sklenicka, P. (2015). The effect of landscape type and 
landscape elements on public visual preferences: Ways to use knowledge in the context 
of landscape planning. Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 58(11), 
2037–2055.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2014.973481 

Frank, S., Fürst, C., Koschke, L., Witt, A., & Makeschin, F. (2013). Assessment of landscape 
aesthetics—Validation of a landscape metrics-based assessment by visual estimation of 
the scenic beauty. Ecological Indicators, 32, 222–231.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2013.03.026 

Ghermandi, A., Nunes, P. A. L. D., Portela, R., Nalini, R., & Teelucksingh, S. S. (2010). 
Recreational, Cultural and Aesthetic Services from Estuarine and Coastal Ecosystems 
(SSRN Scholarly Paper 1532803). https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1532803 

Hassanpour, P., Sayyahnia, R., & Esmaeilzadeh, H. (2020). Ecological structure assessment of 
urban green space using the landscape approach (case study: Tehran’s 22nd district). 
Environmental Sciences, 18(1), 187–202. https://doi.org/10.29252/envs.18.1.187 

Hermes, J., Van Berkel, D., Burkhard, B., Plieninger, T., Fagerholm, N., Von Haaren, C., & 
Albert, C. (2018). Assessment and valuation of recreational ecosystem services of 
landscapes. Ecosystem Services, 31, 289–295.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2018.04.011 

Jorgensen, A. (2011). Beyond the view: Future directions in landscape aesthetics research. 
Landscape and Urban Planning, 100(4), 353–355.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2011.02.023 

Kang, N., & Liu, C. (2022). Towards landscape visual quality evaluation: Methodologies, 
technologies, and recommendations. Ecological Indicators, 142, 109174. 

  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2022.109174 
Lothian, A. (1999). Landscape and the philosophy of aesthetics: Is landscape quality inherent 

in the landscape or in the eye of the beholder? Landscape and Urban Planning, 44(4), 
177–198. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(99)00019-5 

Lis, A., & Iwankowski, P. (2021). Why is dense vegetation in city parks unpopular? The 
mediative role of sense of privacy and safety. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 59, 
126988. 

Mahdieh, A., Mustafa, K. M. S., Suhardi, M., & Seyed, R. D. (2011). Determining the visual 
preference of urban landscapes. Scientific Research and Essays, 6(9), 1991–1997.  
https://doi.org/10.5897/SRE11.171 

McKenzie, T. L., Cohen, D. A., Sehgal, A., Williamson, S., & Golinelli, D. (2006). System for 
Observing Play and Recreation in Communities (SOPARC): reliability and feasibility 
measures. Journal of Physical Activity and Health, 3(s1), S208-S222. 

Misgav, A., & Amir, S. (2001). Integration of Visual Quality Considerations in Development of 
Israeli Vegetation Management Policy. Environmental Management, 27(6), 845–857.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s0026702353 

Mundher, R., Abu Bakar, S., Maulan, S., Mohd Yusof, M. J., Al-Sharaa, A., Aziz, A., & Gao, H. 
(2022). Aesthetic Quality Assessment of Landscapes as a Model for Urban Forest Areas: 
A Systematic Literature Review. Forests, 13(7), Article 7.  



 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
Vol. 1 4 , No. 4, 2024, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2024 
 

600 
 

https://doi.org/10.3390/f13070991 
Nohl, W. (2001). Sustainable landscape use and aesthetic perception–preliminary reflections 

on future landscape aesthetics. Landscape and Urban Planning, 54(1–4), 223–237. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(01)00138-4 

Ode, Å., Hagerhall, C. M., & Sang, N. (2010). Analysing Visual Landscape Complexity: Theory 
and Application. Landscape Research, 35(1), 111–131.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/01426390903414935 

Polat, A. T., & Akay, A. (2015). Relationships between the visual preferences of urban 
recreation area users and various landscape design elements. Urban Forestry & Urban 
Greening, 14(3), 573–582. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2015.05.009 

Salih, S. A., Ismail, S., Ujang, N., Mustafa, F. A., & Ismail, N. A. (2023). Pocket settings for 
enhancing social learning experience on campus ground: A verbal-visual preference 
survey. Ain Shams Engineering Journal, 14(9), 102134.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asej.2023.102134 

Santosa, H., Ernawati, J., & Wulandari, L. D. (2018). Visual quality evaluation of urban 
commercial streetscape for the development of landscape visual planning system in 
provincial street corridors in Malang, Indonesia. IOP Conference Series: Earth and 
Environmental Science, 126(1), 012202. https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-
1315/126/1/012202 

Schirpke, U., Tasser, E., & Tappeiner, U. (2013). Predicting scenic beauty of mountain regions. 
Landscape and Urban Planning, 111, 1–12.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2012.11.010 

Shafer, E. L., Hamilton, J. F., & Schmidt, E. A. (1969). Natural Landscape Preferences: A 
Predictive Model. Journal of Leisure Research, 1(1), 1–19. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222216.1969.11969706 

Shahhoseini, H., Kamal M. S., M., Maulan, S., & Mousavi Samimi, P. (2023). The Relationship 
between Sensory Stimuli Integration and Visual Preferences in Small Urban Parks. Iran 
University of Science & Technology, 33(1), 71–82. 
https://doi.org/10.22068/ijaup.722 

Shahhosseini, H., Kamal Bin M. S., M., & Bin Maulan, S. (2015). Visual Preferences of Small 
Urban Parks Based on Spatial Configuration of Place. Iran University of Science & 
Technology, 25(2), 84–93. https://doi.org/10.22068/ijaup.25.2.84 

Shayestefar, M., Pazhouhanfar, M., van Oel, C., & Grahn, P. (2022). Exploring the Influence of 
the Visual Attributes of Kaplan’s Preference Matrix in the Assessment of Urban Parks: A 
Discrete Choice Analysis. Sustainability, 14(12), Article 12. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14127357 

Strumse, E. (1994). Environmental attributes and the prediction of visual preferences for 
agrarian landscapes in Western Norway. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 14(4), 
293–303. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-4944(05)80220-8 

Stojanovic, N., Vasiljevic, N., Radic, B., Skocajic, D., Galecic, N., Tesic, M., & Lisica, A. (2018). 
Visual quality assessment of roadside green spaces in the urban landscape—A case 
study of Belgrade city roads. Fresenius Environmental Bulletin, 27(5A), 3521-3529. 

Stamps, A. E. (2008a). Some findings on prospect and refuge theory: I. Perceptual and Motor 
Skills, 106(4), 147–162. 

Stamps, A. E. (2008b). Some findings on prospect and refuge theory: II. Perceptual and Motor 
Skills, 107(1), 141–158. 



 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
Vol. 1 4 , No. 4, 2024, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2024 
 

601 
 

Tieskens, K. F., Van Zanten, B. T., Schulp, C. J. E., & Verburg, P. H. (2018). Aesthetic 
appreciation of the cultural landscape through social media: An analysis of revealed 
preference in the Dutch river landscape. Landscape and Urban Planning, 177, 128–137. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2018.05.002 

Tveit, M. S. (2009). Indicators of visual scale as predictors of landscape preference; a 
comparison between groups. Journal of Environmental Management, 90(9), 2882–
2888. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2007.12.021 

Unwin, K. I. (1975). The Relationship of Observer and Landscape in Landscape Evaluation. 
Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, 66, 130–134. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/621627 

van Zanten, B. T., Van Berkel, D. B., Meentemeyer, R. K., Smith, J. W., Tieskens, K. F., & 
Verburg, P. H. (2016). Continental-scale quantification of landscape values using social 
media data. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 113(46), 12974–12979. 
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1614158113 

Wang, R., Zhao, J., & Liu, Z. (2016). Consensus in visual preferences: The effects of aesthetic 
quality and landscape types. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 20, 210–217. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2016.09.005 

Yao, Y., Zhu, X., Xu, Y., Yang, H., Wu, X., Li, Y., & Zhang, Y. (2012). Assessing the visual quality 
of green landscaping in rural residential areas: The case of Changzhou, China. 
Environmental Monitoring and Assessment, 184(2), 951–967. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10661-011-2012-z 

Zhang, R., Sun, F., Shen, Y., Peng, S., & Che, Y. (2021). Accessibility of urban park benefits with 
different spatial coverage: Spatial and social inequity. Applied Geography, 135, 102555. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2021.102555 

Zube, E. H., Sell, J. L., & Taylor, J. G. (1982). Landscape perception: Research, application and 
theory. Landscape Planning, 9(1), 1–33. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3924(82)90009-0 

 
Book 
Cros, H. du, & McKercher, B. (2020). Cultural Tourism. Routledge. 
Kaplan, R., & Kaplan, S. (1989). The Experience of Nature: A Psychological Perspective. CUP 

Archive. 
Khalaf, R. W. (2020). The Implementation of the UNESCO World Heritage Convention: 

Continuity and Compatibility as Qualifying Conditions of Integrity. Heritage, 3(2), 384–
401. https://doi.org/10.3390/heritage3020023 

 
Report 
UNESCO. (2012a). Culture: A driver and an enabler of sustainable development. UN System 

Task Team on the Post-2015 Development Agenda, The United Nations Scientific, 
Educational and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). 

 
 


