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Abstract. The paper presents the overview and comparative analysis of landscape cross-cultural and sub-

cultural perception research methodologies in order to develop hypothetical methodological framework of 

interdisciplinary evaluation of cultural differences in landscape perception. The landscape research methods used 

for the analysis of impact of socio-cultural factors on landscape perception can be classified as mix of 

psychophysical and cognitive approach and are mostly based on the statistical analysis of the results of sociological 

research. Drawing the research closer to the relational concept, we propose the hypothetical methodological 

scheme of interdisciplinary evaluation of cultural differences in landscape perception that integrates landscape 

research with the knowledge of cultural studies, quantitative sociology (statistical analysis of the results of 

sociological research: factor analysis, component analysis, correlations, etc.), environmental psychology (cognitive 

mapping, Landscape Image Sketching Technique, landscape and environmental preferences, way finding, eye-

tracking, etc.), and geography (geomatic) (geographic information systems, remote sensing).  

Keywords: landscape perception, identity, interdisciplinarity, multiculturalism 

 

Introduction 

Landscape as a social construct and process 
ongoing in time and space is constantly changing and 
due to that it can be considered as an objectively 
existing dynamic territorial system that is continually 
re-evaluated by different individuals (subjects). 
Regarding to ambiguous cultural, technological,  
social, etc. aspects of globalization, landscape 
perceivers/assessors are and will be the members of 
growing multicultural community. The preferences of 
each perceiver/assessor in terms of landscape are 
determined not only by psychological, individual, but 
also by socio-cultural factors, which are decisive for 
cultural identity. The relevance of the issue is also 
supported by European Landscape Convention [10] 
that defines landscape as an essential component of 
people’s surroundings, an expression of the diversity of 
their shared cultural and natural heritage, and  
a foundation of their identity. 

Cultural differences evaluating landscape are 
widely analysed in research articles [6; 8; 15; 19; 28; 
32; 38; 40; 43; 49; 50], thesis and graduation  
works of different levels [17; 27; 33; 39; 42],  
research projects, reports and guidelines [22; 31; 
46]. The analysis of literature allows distinguishing 
several aspects of relevance of this research. Recent 
landscape ontology studies attempt to increase 
understanding and broaden knowledge about 
landscape as a social construct and objective reality 
(mapping the territory as integral natural-historical- 

 
 
cultural space) [22]. Regarding international tourism  
management, the increasing tourist flows, and  

diversity of visitors cause the challenges of 
landscape representation and interpretation for the 
visitors of different cultural contexts [31; 33; 46]. 
The arising new environments, that can be identified 
as multicultural spaces or, to say better, intercultural 
[52] spaces (for ex., office parks and buildings, 
indoor parks etc. that are used by the personnel of 
international corporations that employ people from 
different cultures) raise the questions, what are the 
environmental designs that are acceptable for the 
people of different cultures; how the 
multiculturalism/interculturalism is expressed in 
landscape design. Cultural literacy [52] in landscape 
design and management becomes of crucial 
importance as the landscape architect or the team of 
architects from one cultural context working in 
another strongly different cultural context nowadays 
is everyday reality. Another aspect related with 
multiculturalism and landscape architecture are the 
global migration and contemporary multicultural 
cities [1-4]. Such cities require public spaces 
acceptable and comfortable for their diverse 
population [17; 34; 52; 54]. Moreover, the public 
spaces honouring specific cultures or engaging the 
previously marginalized groups and both acceptable 
for general population are now a challenge of 
landscape design [53]. Sense of belonging to the 
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place, creating the place attachment are very important 
in  this  context. This  involves  the  search for 
distinguished aesthetics, cultural literacy, participation 
and reconciliation. The challenge of preserving, 
actualizing and interpreting valuable regional 
landscapes in the increasing multicultural society can be 
distinguished as well [41]. New and constantly 
developing international aesthetic language of 
contemporary landscape architecture needs 
consideration in the context of cultural literacy too. 
Different and sometimes radical trends, such as vast 
artificial colourful surfaces, the use of recycled 
materials and objects, minimalist spaces or overgrown 
ecological spaces with wild grasses can be accepted 
quite differently by the representatives of different 
cultures both in different cultural and multicultural 
contexts. This challenge can be further expanded to the 
search for the aesthetic language for the sustainable, 
biophilic landscape architecture in different cultural and 
multicultural contexts. It will be successful only if 
culturally acceptable. 

Today’s technological capacities of integration and 
analysis of huge amount of data allow to understand the 
influence of cultural differences on landscape 
perception, to evaluate it and to integrate it into 
landscape design and planning. Remote sensing 
approaches mapping land surfaces characterising the 
different landscapes and the footprints of the processes 
of territorialisation reflect the interaction of human 
culture, economics, development and planning policies, 
architecture and natural environment. The perception’s 
cartographies of people in geographic information 
systems (GIS) merged with landscapes mapped by 
remote sensing allow to represent different landscape 
perceptions in regard of the objective reality. 

Considering the above mentioned aspects the aim of 
the work is to formulate the methodological 
assumptions of landscape evaluation and modelling 
based on interdisciplinary approach (as the research 
object – landscape is the object of interest of many 
disciplines and it is complex and multi-layered), that 
will allow to identify the influence of different cultural 
backgrounds and social contexts on subjective 
perception and assessment of landscape, its preferences 
and mental image as well as to relate it with objective 
landscape indicators.  

Cultural factors influencing landscape perception 

Landscape perception depends on the subjective and 
objective aspects. The relational concept of landscape 
evaluation states that the result of landscape evaluation 
depends on the characteristics both of landscape (as an 
object) and observer (as a subject – society) as well as 
on relation of the subject and object [21]. It is necessary 
to note that in the field of landscape research in the 
above-mentioned interaction of landscape and its 
observer the role of the social and cultural aspects and 
sociocultural context are often overlooked; however,  

 

Fig. 1. The theoretical model of  

landscape perception/evaluation process 

 
Fig. 2. The place of sociocultural factors in the theoretical 

framework of  landscape perception/evaluation  

this is not allowed in the multicultural landscape 
perception analysis (Fig.1). 

The subject – people perceiving/evaluating 
landscape – are influenced by various factors and 
sociocultural among them (Fig. 2). 

Many scientists state that though the perception 
and interpretation of landscape is an individual act, 
nevertheless it is strongly influenced by cultural 
factors that can explain some important aspects of 
human choices while evaluating the landscape  
[20; 29; 30; 48; 57]. For ex.: how people perceive 
categories of landscape according to the level and 
intensity of anthropogenization, particular places, 
landscape components, elements and relations 
among them, visual features, etc. The landscape 
observers also are influenced by the global (for ex., 
being a member of western culture), national  
(for ex., water meaning in Lithuanian culture) and 
local (for ex., development of topophilia values) 
cultural factors. This leads to the conclusion that 
cultural influence is a multi-layered phenomenon 
[20] as landscape itself. 

Elaborating the concept of sociocultural factors, 
it can be stated that there is a vast array of  
them influencing landscape perception/evaluation: 
nationality, place of residence (urban or  
rural), politics, preparatory information, professional 
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experience, daily accessibility to the landscape,  
familiarity with the area, economics, religion, social 
values/rules, belonging to a particular class of the 
society, etc. [18]. 

Human aesthetic responses occur in the three main 
levels: biophysiological, psychophysiological and 
intellectual or cultural [5; 24]; but do culture and socio-
demographic factors really affect landscape evaluation 
process [26]? Though some research state that despite 
cultural differences people have similar preferences for 
specific landscapes, some cultural aspects, such as 
novelty, familiarity, living environment, education 
level do have impact on landscape evaluation and the 
issue is nevertheless worth deeper and more 
methodologically grounded analysis. 

Review of existing research methods for evaluating 

impact of cultural factors on landscape perception  

There are a lot of classifications of landscape 
research methods but the most common one classifies 
them into objective, subjective and relational (complex 
or integrated) according to the main dimensions of 
landscape perception (Fig. 1) [21; 26]. Summing up the 
findings of Zube et al (1982) [56] and Terkenli (2001) 
[45] there can be identified four landscape research 
paradigms that can be classified according to objective, 
subjective or relational aspect: the expert paradigm, the 
psychophysical paradigm, the cognitive paradigm, and 
the experiential paradigm.  

The expert paradigm is based on expert judgments 
of visual quality of landscapes while the opinion of 
non-experts is not considered. Evaluation of landscape 
quality depends on formal physical and visual 
characteristics of the landscape. It transforms 
landscapes into formal design parameters through the 
classification of landscapes biophysical features 
(geomorphological forms, vegetation, water, etc.) into 
characteristics which are considered to be important for 
landscape aesthetics i.e. forms, lines, textures, colours, 
and the relationships between these features, for ex., 
variety, vividness, unity, harmony. These methods 
include ecological and formal aesthetic models that are 
used in an objective manner. Visual aspects of 
landscape are analysed by morphological, 
aesthetic/visual, iconological, spectral/colour/thermal 
methods. Though this paradigm stresses the importance 

of objectivity of landscape research it is criticized for 
being incompatible with users’ perceptions as the 
landscape is evaluated only by experts who perceive 
visual environment different to laity [26; 45; 55]. 

Using the psychophysical paradigm landscape 
visual quality is evaluated by non-experts: the general 
public or special interest groups. The main assumption 
of this paradigm is that landscape as an object 
conditions the judgement of the observer without 

conscious thinking. Ranking and sorting are widely 
used techniques in visual assessments within this 
paradigm. It also can be called the perception-based 
approach where non-expert judgements are made over 
landscape stimuli and objective properties of landscape 
[26; 55]. Psychophysical methods integrate landscape 
evaluation as a whole and split it into objective 
landscape indicators as well. Therefore, they can be 
classified as complex methods as well. 

Another perception-based approach is represented 
by the cognitive paradigm. It focuses on the analysis 
of reasons why people prefer particular landscapes, and 
states that landscape possesses the meaning and 
cognitive processes influence aesthetic judgements  
[26; 55]. Cognitive aspects of landscape are analysed 
by semiotic, ethnographic, hermeneutical, functional-
structuralist and other methods [45; 55]. The research 
main aim is to develop the theoretical basis. 
Evaluations of landscape visual quality are performed 
through the use of psychological scaling methods such 
as paired comparisons undertaken by human viewers 
(distribution of associative attributes, the theory of  
Ch. Osgood, 1957) or in accordance with behaviour 
patterns in the space (the theory of K. Lynch, 1960)  
[7; 23; 55]. However, this paradigm neglects the 
physical aspects of landscape (objective side) and 
emphasizes the subjective meanings of landscapes [26]. 

The experiential paradigm states that human 
experiences have impact on the landscape perceived 
value. Experiential aspects of landscape are analysed 
by behavioural, ethnographic, empirical (bio-
ecological, economic, etc.), humanistic (pragmatist, 
phenomenological, etc.) methods [45; 55]. However, 
Taylor et al (1987) [44] and Kaymaz (2012) [26] 
recognize that it is more subjective than cognitive and 
psychophysical paradigms. 

The landscape research methods used for the 
analysis of impact of socio-cultural factors on 
landscape perception can be classified as mix of 
psychophysical and cognitive approach. They are 
mostly based on the statistical analysis of the results of 
sociological research, though, some of them use 
different approaches such as Landscape Image 
Sketching Technique [49], qualitative interpretation of 
research results [40] or try to integrate linguistic aspect 
as additional to usual quantitative evaluation 
(interdisciplinary approach) [43]. Such studies usually 
require a set of landscape photographs, carefully 
prepared questionnaire and sample of respondents  
of different cultures (cross-cultural comparison  
of landscape preferences) or nationalities (sub-cultural 
comparison of landscape preferences) participating in 
the research. Ranking and sorting techniques  
are widely used in this type of landscape research  
(Table 1). 
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TABLE 1 
Comparative analysis of the landscape research methods used for the analysis  

of impact of socio-cultural factors on landscape perception 

Reference 
Type of 

research 

Research object and 

result 
Research techniques 

Q
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ti
ta

ti
v

e 

Q
u

a
li

ta
ti

v
e 

M
ix
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Bruce Hull and 
Reveli Grant, 
(1989) [6] 

Sociological 
survey 

Cross-cultural comparison 
of landscape scenic 
beauty evaluations: locals 
and tourists gave different 
evaluations to rural 
landscapes in some 
aspects 

Photo-questionnaire, 
rating scales, statistical 
analyses 

+ - - 

Yang and Kapan 
(1990) [50] 

Sociological 
survey 

Analysis of landscape 
style perception in a 
cross-cultural context: 
four landscape categories 
were established common 
for all groups of 
respondents 

Photo-questionnaire, 
rating scales, statistical 
analyses 

+ - - 

Herzog et al 
(2000) [19] 

Sociological 
survey 

Cross-cultural and 
subcultural comparison of 
landscape perception and 
preferences: six 
perceptual categories 
were established with 
quite high similarities for 
all groups of respondents 

Photo-questionnaire, 
rating scales, statistical 
analyses 

+ - - 

Le Lay et al 
(2008) [28] 

Sociological 
survey 

Cross-cultural perception 
of riverscapes: 
perceptions differed 
among countries 

Photo-questionnaire, 
rating scales, statistical 
analyses  + - - 

Priego et al 
(2008) [40] 

Sociological 
survey 

Cross-cultural comparison 
of perception and value of 
nature in urban 
landscapes: it was 
established that people of 
different socio-cultural 
backgrounds use and 
perceive nature in urban 
areas in different ways 

Interviews of the selected 
samples of the population 
using standardised 
questionnaires, qualitative 
interpretation and 
quantitative evaluation of 
the research results 

- - + 

Schoenberg 
(2008) [43] 

Sociological 
survey 

Cross-cultural comparison 
of landscape photo 
perception: the answers 
were strongly determined 
by different cultural 
backgrounds 

Photo-questionnaire, 
combination of visual 
perception and language - - + 

Ueda (2014) [49] Sociological 
survey 

Cross-cultural landscape 
perception analysis using 
Landscape Image 
Sketching Technique: 
there was found 
fundamental differences 
in the ways of seeing the 
landscape 

Drawing-questionnaire, 
analysis of the drawings 
in terms of represented 
distance and viewing 
angle, the position of the 
stand-point, and the main 
motifs of the sketches 

- - + 

Matijošaitienė et 

al (2014) [32] 
Sociological 
survey 

Cross-cultural comparison 
of road landscape 
perception: the research 
results showed the 
significant differences in 
landscape perception 
between the analysed 
cultures 

Photo-questionnaire, 
rating scales, statistical 
analyses 

+ - - 
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Cultural differences evaluating landscape are 
widely analysed in the international scientific 
context [6; 15; 19; 28; 38; 40; 43; 49; 50].  
Concerning the methodological aspect some of the 
research cases are worth to be analysed in detail. 

In 1989 R. Bruce Hull and Grant R.B. Reveli 
performed cross-cultural comparison of landscape 
scenic beauty evaluations in Bali. Both similarities 
and differences were observed when comparing 
evaluations of rural landscapes made by locals and 
tourists. Multiple methods were used, including 
participant photography, rating scales, and a variety 
of statistical analyses. The research also suggested 
three methodological concerns which should be 
addressed in landscape studies: a concern for the 
participant's purpose for evaluating a landscape;  
a concern for the participant's familiarity with  
a landscape; and a concern for the criterion's 
appropriateness to all participants [6]. 

In 1990 Byoung-e Yang and Rachel Kaplan [50] 
performed analysis of landscape style perception in  
a cross-cultural context. The sample included three 
groups: Korean citizens, Korean students and 
Western tourists comparing influences of Western 
and non-Western culture on aesthetic judgement. 
The 40 scenes comprising the photo-questionnaire 
represented three landscape styles: Korean, Japanese 
and Western and four landscape qualities: lay-out of 
space, use of landscape plants, use of stones and 
rocks and use of water. Participants were asked to 
rate each scene in terms of their preference and 
degree of familiarity, using 5-point rating scale.  
The category identifying methods were used to 
obtain the results: the Smallest Space Analysis, non-
metric factor analysis and Hierarchical Cluster 
Analysis. After the results analysis four landscape 
categories emerged: Japanese/Water, Informal, 
Western/Formal and Korean/Rock for both Korean-
based and Western-based analyses [50]. 

One of the fundamental researches was made in 
2000 by Thomas Herzog, Eugene J. Herbet and 
other scientists [19]. They compared perceptions and 
preferences for Australian natural landscapes of 
Australians and Americans. The Australian sample 
consisted of 384 participants of different age groups 
and American - of 250 students. The respondents 
evaluated 60 colour slides of natural environments in 
Australia how much they liked them using 5-point 
scale. Two types of statistical analysis were used: 
factor analysis that permitted comparison of 
landscape perceptual categories based on preference 
ratings by different cultures, correlations, and mean 
comparisons. Each of these analytical approaches 
provided different insights about cultural and 
subcultural landscape evaluation preferences.  
First the correlations among groups and subgroups 
based on setting scores were analysed. Then factor 
analysis was used to derive empirical groupings of 

the settings for the American and Australian samples 
and then the difference of the categories according 
to the mean preferences was analysed [19].  

In 2008 Y.-F. Le Lay et al [28] analysed 
variations of cross-cultural perception of 
riverscapes. Human perception of riverscapes has 
been investigated with a photo-questionnaire 
submitted to 2250 students in ten countries, 
capturing reactions to 20 pictures in terms of 
naturalness, danger, aesthetics and need for 
improvement. The 10-point Visual Analog Scale 
(VAS) was used for quantifying the riverscape 
aesthetics. The Principal component analysis was 
performed on average scores per country per item. 
Perceptions differed among countries, reflecting 
different cultural contexts [28]. 

In 2008 C. Priego et al [40] analysed perception 
and value of nature in urban landscapes 
comprehended by people from different countries 
and cultures: Germany, Chile and Spain. The results 
of comparative analysis revealed that people of 
different socio-cultural backgrounds use and 
perceive nature in urban areas in different ways. The 
survey was conducted using standardised 
questionnaires and the stratified random 
probabilistic sampling technique in six study areas. 
The main aim was qualitatively examining the 
interaction between the nature and people through 
their perception of nature. Though the data were 
analysed in interpretive manner, it enabled the 
researchers to quantitatively explore the relationship 
between citizens and the urban nature [40]. 

In 2008 T. B. Schoenberg [43] analysed what 
differences and similarities can be found in 
landscape photo perception between groups of 
people from the American, Catalan and Russian 
cultures and how do people from different cultures, 
using their native languages, conceptualize and 
communicate about the landscape. The set of 
photographs included landscapes that are familiar 
and unfamiliar to all three cultures. Subjects were 
asked to write down what features they see in the 
order in which they see them. The purpose of 
analysis was to find differences and similarities in 
the answers both of individuals and of groups [43]. 

In 2014 H. Ueda [49] performed comparative 
landscape perception analysis in Japan and Germany 
using Landscape Image Sketching Technique 
(LIST). This research was different from the above-
mentioned ones according to its methodological 
approach, as to find out the cultural way of seeing 
landscapes empirically, a drawing method was used. 
The represented sketch showed the respondent’s 
viewpoint and distance from the scene as well as the 
composition of figure and ground in the sketch.  
In addition to that, the sketch represented what the 
respondents look at and how they view the 
landscape. The obtained drawings were analysed in 
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terms of represented distance and viewing angle, the 
position of the standpoint, and the main motifs of the 
sketches [49]. 

In 2017 C. Ordonez-Barona made a systematic 
review of the literature on how different ethno-
cultural groups value urban nature (forests).  
The 31 studies reviewed differed widely in their 
lines of inquiry, research methods, urban natural 
setting, and conceptualizations of ethno-cultural 
identity. The research approach used was mostly 
quantitative (for ex., survey), in seven cases – 
qualitative and in five cases – mixed [38]. 

In Lithuania I. Matijošaitienė et al (2014) [32] 
also performed research in this field. There was 
compared the road landscape perception of the 
representatives of different cultures (Lithuanian, 
Armenian, Russian, Turkish, Arabian and African). 
The research results were obtained using 
sociological research methods: sociological survey 
based on semantic differential scale, and later on 
performing regression analysis and building a 
regression model of the hedonomic road landscape 
for each culture. 

Though there are many researches made in this 
field they still encounter some technological 
problems that diminish the objectivity of the 
research results. The problems are the following 
[26]: using of photographs and other landscape 3D 
modelling techniques does not represent all the 
features of the reality fully, in-situ research is time 
and finance consuming, using of restricted pairs of 
adjectives for the semantic differential analysis limits 
people possibilities to use different descriptions for the 
same preference judgment, this imposes the need for 
content analysis of non-restricted descriptive verbal 
material of the research, etc. 

Interdisciplinary approach in evaluation of 

landscape perception cultural differences and 

proposed hypothetical methodological scheme 

Why interdisciplinary approach? As the 
interdisciplinary research is characterized by the 
development of a shared problem formulation and  
a common methodological framework for  
the investigation of different themes or aspects of 
the research problem [12; 22], the necessity  
of the interdisciplinary approach is presupposed by 
the characteristic features of the research which are 
the following: interrogation of the dominant 
structure of knowledge with the aim of transforming 
them, and development of a shared problem 
formulation and a common methodological 
framework. We state that interdisciplinary approach 
can help to solve the issue of disbalance of 
landscape evaluation subjectivity and objectivity and 
draw the research closer to relational concept that 
embraces physical and psychological landscape 
evaluation aspects, and mental process of landscape 

perception. In general, the problems of landscape 
valuation are solved by philosophy, sociology, 
environmental psychology, geography, ecology, etc. 
Every field has its own attitude and methods of 
landscape research [55]. So, the first question is: 
what methods and disciplines can be integrated as 
landscape is the object of interest of many 
disciplines? And, the second question is how to 
integrate the methods and knowledge from different 
research domains for common aim of 
implementation of relational concept in landscape 
evaluation, and specifically – revealing of cultural 
differences in landscape perception and evaluation?  

Answering to the first question we state that 
knowledge of sociology, cultural studies, 

environmental psychology, and geography could be 
integrated together with the field of landscape 
research here as the research object will be the 
landscape itself (objective aspect) and how people 
perceive and understand it (subjective aspect), and 
why they make particular preference judgements 
(relational aspect) (Fig. 3). 

Landscape research in this model encompasses 
the traditional landscape analysis and modelling 
techniques but is not limited to them and may 
include biological (evolutionary), cultural and mixed 
landscape aesthetic theories [37], which can help 
integrating landscape research with environmental 
and evolutionary psychology and probably trace 
some cultural differences in landscape perception. 
Landscape visual characterization [37] and 
landscape aesthetic categories [36] are attributed to 
landscape research sphere as well. 

The methods and techniques that can be used 
from the field of sociology are already widely 
described in the second chapter. Many existing 
research techniques are mostly based on the 
statistical analysis of the results of sociological 
research that help to reveal categories of visual 
stimuli or perceived landscape categories according 
to the preferences of the observers. The outcomes 
are evaluated in terms of the most and least preferred 
scenes, preference predictors (for ex., coherence, 
diversity, naturalness, etc.), correlations between 
preferences and predictors, content analysis of 
preferred environments or comparison of different 
landscape characteristics [26].  

Regarding the importance of cultural literacy 
[52] in the context of multicultural landscape 
perception research, cultural studies are 
distinguished as a separate field in our model. 
Different disciplines and approaches ranging from 
sociology and psychology to management can be 
employed for the understanding of sociocultural 
context. For example, the field of evolutionary 
psychology dealing with human internal 
mechanisms as the adaptations that helped our 
ancestors to get around the world, survive and  
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Fig. 3. The hypothetical methodological scheme  

of interdisciplinary evaluation of cultural differences 

 in landscape perception 

reproduce [11], can help understanding, why different 
landscapes are preferred by different cultures and what 
are the common landscape preferences shared by 
different cultures and why. The seven dimensions of 
cultures distinguished by C. Hampden - Turner and F. 
Trompenaars [16] can be a helpful tool in the 
multicultural landscape perception analysis if linked 
with particular landscape characteristics or environment 
formation concepts. Distinguished dimensions are 
presented in a form of dilemmas and include: 
achievement vs. ascription; individualism vs. 
communitarianism, internal vs. external; neutral vs. 
emotional; specific vs. diffuse; sequential vs. 
synchronous; universalism vs. particularism [16; 25; 47].  

Environmental psychology is the branch of 
psychology which deals with relationships between 
physical environment and human behaviour 
(relational aspect). It is a multidisciplinary field where 
perception of the environment is a fundamental 
subject. Environmental perception research includes 
topics such as cognitive mapping, landscape 
(environmental) preferences, way finding, etc. [26]. 
Considering the analysed landscape research methods 
used for the analysis of impact of socio-cultural 
factors on landscape perception we can distinguish the 
research of H. Ueda (2014) [49] based on Landscape 
Image Sketching Technique and the way of mental 
maps construction developed by K. Lynch (1960) that 
allow to clear out the differences in landscape 
representation influenced by socio-cultural factors 
avoiding limitations of prevailing techniques of 
sociological research as well as are relevant to 
strengthen the relational aspect of the research. 

Aiming at the more objective research results, the 
conceptual understanding of landscape can be 
analysed using geomatic approaches based on the 
geographic information systems and remote sensing 
of landscapes in geography [22; 51]. Geographic 
information systems that encompass psychological 
values derived from the visual landscape could be 
helpful for integration and analysis of the research 
results [20]. Remote sensing of landscapes would let 
us to recognise the landscape categories 
characterising the territories: the environments as the 
biogeographical distributions of the species, the types 
of “natural” landscapes, the structures of the 
geographic space, the types and forms of 
anthropogenization. The remote sensing is one of the 
key-approaches for building complex landscape 
indicators describing spatially the socio-geographic-
physical realities of the territories. The spatial 
indicators contribute to an objective analysis of the 
landscape determining the characteristics of landscape 
and classifying landscape units according to natural 
and cultural factors on different geographic level – 
local, regional or global – according to the spatial 
resolution  of   the   sensors  and   image   processing 
implemented. The impacts of the Earth observation 
data used define the level and accuracy of 
recognition of the landscape units [13; 14]  
and territorial structures. The spatial indicators 
constitute a key-support for the analysis of the 
landscapes through the territorial structures showing 
the influence of the culture and religion on the land 
organisation [35]. They are also the spatial footprint 
of the territorialisation processes as the spatial 



Scientific Journal of Latvia University of Life Sciences and Technologies 
Landscape Architecture and Art, Volume 15, Number 15 

72 

structures of the geographic space and the territorial 
organisation. Their construction itself depends  
on the structure of the landscape studied by  
remote sensing resulting more or less from the  
complex interactions between space, nature, culture, 
economy, politics, conceptions and perceptions  
of landscapes and territories. 

An objective way to measure people’s 
observation of landscapes is also provided by eye-
movement tracking. This technique allows the 
recording of the velocity and direction of eye 
movements (saccades) and the position and duration 
of fixations while observing images. Eye-tracking 
measurements are used in the field of environmental 
psychology, geography, cartography, and landscape 
science [9]. 

Conclusions 

1. Socio-cultural factors, that are decisive for  
cultural identity and socio-cultural background,  
together with biological and psychological factors 
influence landscape perception and evaluation.  
They are subjective aspect of landscape evaluation 
that determine human aesthetic judgement  
and its reasons (objective indicators of  
landscape aesthetic visual quality). This triple 
nature (subjective, objective and relational) of  
landscape perception/evaluation process requires 
interdisciplinary methodological approach in 
landscape evaluation process for landscape  
cognition, planning and design purposes. 

2. The history of the research of cross-cultural 
differences in landscape perception reaches the 
middle of 1980 [19], and since then the landscape 
research methods used for the analysis of impact of 
socio-cultural factors on landscape perception can 
be classified as mix of psychophysical and 

cognitive theoretical approaches. They are mostly 
based on the statistical analysis of the results of 
sociological research, though, some of them use 
different approaches such as Landscape Image 
Sketching Technique, qualitative interpretation of 
the research results or try to integrate linguistic 
aspect additionally to usual quantitative evaluation. 
Such studies usually require a set of landscape 
photographs, carefully prepared questionnaire and 
sample of respondents of different cultures (cross-
cultural comparison of landscape preferences) or 
nationalities (sub-cultural comparison of landscape 
preferences) participating in the research.  
Ranking, rating or sorting techniques are usually 
used in this type of the research. 

3. Considering the existing technological problems of 
the research that diminish the objectivity of the 
research results and the need of reducing disbalance 
of landscape evaluation subjectivity and  
objectivity, and drawing the research closer to 
relational concept, we propose the hypothetical 
methodological scheme of interdisciplinary 
evaluation of cultural differences in landscape 
perception that integrates landscape research with 
cultural studies (cultural literacy, dimensions of 
cultures), knowledge of sociology (statistical 
analysis of the results of sociological research: 
factor analysis, component analysis, correlations, 
etc.), environmental psychology (cognitive 
mapping, LIST,  landscape (environmental) 
preferences, way finding, eye-tracking, etc.), and 
geography (geographic information systems, 
remote sensing) as the research object is the 
landscape itself (objective aspect), how people 
perceive and understand it (subjective aspect), and 
why they make particular preference judgements 
(relational aspect). 
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Kopsavilkums. Rakstā sniegta informācija par ainavu starpkultūru un subkultūru uztveres pētījumu 
metodoloģiju. Aprakstītas ainavu izpētes metodes, kuras tiek izmantotas, analizējot sociāli kulturālo faktoru 
ietekmi uz ainavas uztveri. Analizētas kognitīvās pieejas, kas lielākoties balstītas uz socioloģisko pētījumu 
rezultātu statistisko analīzi. Rakstā tiek piedāvāta starpdisciplinārās novērtēšanas metodoloģijas shēma,  
kas ainavu izpēti integrē ar kvantitatīvās socioloģijas zināšanām (socioloģisko pētījumu rezultātu  
statistiskā analīze: faktoru analīze, komponentu analīze, korelācijas utt.), sasaisti ar vides psiholoģiju  
(kognitīvā kartēšana, ainavas attēla skicēšanas tehnika, ainavas un vides izvēles, ceļa atrašana, acu 
izsekošana utt.) un ģeogrāfiju (ģeogrāfiskās informācijas sistēmas, attālinātās izpētes). 
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