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introduction 
Previous studies on visual landscape assessment 
mainly involved landscape perception and preference. 
The visual landscape assessment queries the 
extent landscape meets a set of specified criteria. 
In landscape perception assessment, these 
criteria generally include aesthetic or landscape 
preferences1,2. The concept of aesthetics has often 
been ignored by rational planners3. Contrary to basic 
planning approaches, visual assessment studies 
attempt to integrate esthetics into planning, design 
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Abstract
The present study aims to discuss the expert views on different seasonal 
scenery in campus areas in assessment of visual landscape perception. For 
this purpose, photographs of the said areas were taken on snowy days and 
other days in 2016 and 2017. The basic material of the study included 14 
photographs depicting spring and winter views of the 7 areas in Karadeniz 
Technical University (KTU) campus. A survey study was conducted on 
photographic images with a group of participating landscape architecture 
students, and the differences in visual perception and visual characteristics 
of the most preferred seasonal views were discussed. As a result, it was 
observed that there were differences between the visual assessments of 
different seasonal views of the campus areas. Study findings demonstrated 
that there were differences between visual perceptions based on all adjective 
pairs and groups. This finding supported the fact that selected campus sites 
had different values. Based on the study findings, the landscape components 
(structural and vegetative) in the views differed based on features such as 
size, shape, color and texture, resulting in higher positive scores for the 
spring views.
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and management. The social scientists pioneered 
studies in this field, mostly in environmental 
psychology, rural sociology and geography. The main 
focus in these studies was to define the landscaping 
or environmental features and to measure their 
value.
According to Tveit et al. (2001), visual landscape 
assessment is a common product of visible 
landscape features that interact with the observer’s 
psychological (perceptual, cognitive, emotional) 
processes4. Visual landscape assessment could 
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be defined as “relative aesthetic perfection in a 
landscape” and could be measured through the 
observer’s predilection5. While certain studies on 
visual landscape quality evaluation6,10 examined 
the favorable correlation between predilection 
and various visual landscape features during the 
last 30 years, some other studies11,12 investigated 
the relationship between perceptual and physical, 
conceptual characteristics. Generally, these studies 
investigated the correlation between landscape 
views and physical, psychological, administrative, 
demographic and conceptual characteristics13,21. A 
study by Kaplan (1987) on preferences for natural 
and urban views also demonstrated that individuals 
preferred natural views over urban views22.
The present study aimed to reveal the differences 
in visual perception based on seasons to conduct 
the visual landscape assessment for the views in 
certain parts of the KTU Kanuni Campus in Trabzon 
provincial center. Furthermore, the study aimed to 
determine which seasonal view was preferred the 
most.

material and methodology
A wide variety of methods have been used to 
determine the impact of visual perception on 
individuals’ visual landscape assessment and 
preferences. These methods are based on the 
evaluation of the images presented to the participants 
using specific scales23,25. In these studies, shapes, 
photographs and computer simulations were used for 
visual evaluation26,28. In the present study participants 
were presented with different photos of different 
seasonal views of campus areas for assessment 
(Figure 1).

Study Area
Karadeniz Technical University Kanuni campus, 
located within the borders of Trabzon province in the 
Eastern Black Sea region in Turkey, was selected 
as the study area (40 ° 33’N- 41 ° 07 ‘N, 37 ° 07’ E 
40 ° 30 ‘E). Trabzon, the third largest province in the 
region, has a population of 250,000 and a surface 
area of 190 km2. The altitude in Trabzon is 37 m, 
annual precipitation is 760 mm and the average 
temperature is 14.6 ° C. The study area is presented 
in Figure 1.

Photographs
Photographs presented for the evaluation of the 

participants in the present study are photos taken 
during the winter and spring seasons in certain areas 
in Karadeniz Technical University Kanuni Campus 
(Table 1). Photos were taken with  8-megapixel digital 
camera. Two images of the same area were taken 
from the same spot in the winter and spring seasons 
and at the same time of the day.

Table 1:  Areas that were subject 
to visual assessment 

1 Rectorate Building environs
2 Library Building environs 
3 Campus main transportation 
 axis environs
4 Landscape architecture 
 department environs
5 Economic and Administrative 
 Sciences department environs
6 Campus main transportation 
 axis central refuge
7 Campus main entrance environs

Fig. 1: Study area, KTu Kanuni 
campus (KTu Gis Lab, 2016)

Assessment of the Photographs
Photographs were evaluated by 165 KTU Landscape 
Architecture department students. Among the 
photographs taken in two different seasons in the 
same area, the winter photographs were coded 
with an “a” and the spring photographs were coded 
with a “b”. Accordingly, photographs taken in area 
1 on winter were coded as “1a” and those taken in 
the same area on spring were coded as “1b” and so 
on. The same coding method was conducted for the 
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Table 2:  Visually assessed photographs 

1a 1b

2a 2b

3a

3b

4a 4b

5a 5b

6a 6b

7a 7a
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Table 3:  Assessment of campus views with semantic differentiation technique
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photographs taken in 7 different areas that would be 
evaluated (Table 2).
In the study, to measure the perceptual differences, 
“Semantic Differential” technique was utilized28. 
Based on the technique, twelve exactly opposite 

adjective pairs were selected to evaluate the 
photographs. In selection and grouping of the 
adjective pairs, the study by Summit and Sommer 
(1999) was utilized29. Based on this study, the 
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Fig.  3: Landscape preferences of different seasonal views (Arithmetic mean)

following adjective pairs were selected: admirable / 
disliked, attractive / repulsive, relaxing / disturbing, 
not impressive / unimpressive, interesting / boring, 
dynamic / monotonous, regular / irregular, pretentious 
/ unpretentious, legible / illegible, plain / complex. The 
participants were asked to evaluate the presented 
photographs on a scale of “-2, -1, 0, 1, 2” for each 
adjective pair. To facilitate the assessment of the 
questionnaires in the computer environment “-2, -1, 
0, 1, 2” values were translated to a 5-point Likert 
scale where 1 (very little), 2 (little), 3 (fair), 4 (good), 
5 (very good).

Findings
demographics
A survey was conducted with 165 KTU landscape 
architecture students to reveal the differences 
between the preferences and perceptions of 
seasonal changes in the views of campus spaces. 

Fig. 2: Landscape preferences of different seasonal views (n/person)

39% of the respondents were male, 61% were 
female.

Visual Preference Levels on Campus Views
In this section, two seasonal views of seven different 
campus areas were presented to the participants to 
determine the campus view preference levels. As a 
result, it was determined that the spring views were 
preferred among the spring and winter views of the 
7 areas. Spring views for the photographs of the first, 
second, fourth and seventh regions were preferred. 
Winter views were preferred for photographs of the 
third, fifth and sixth regions.
Survey results demonstrated that the spring views 
were preferred among the photographs of the spring 
and winter views of the 7 campus areas. However, 
there was no significance difference. Because the 
preferences and scores given by the 165 respondents 
were very similar. er and spring views
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the first area, 89 preferred the spring view and •	
76 preferred the winter view.
the second area; 91 preferred the spring view •	
and 74 preferred the winter view. 
the third are; 79 preferred the spring view and •	
86 preferred the winter view. 
the fourth are; 94 preferred the spring view and •	
71 preferred the winter view. 
the fifth area, 83 preferred the spring view and •	
82 preferred the winter view.
the sixth area, 72 preferred the spring view and •	
93 preferred the winter view. 
the seventh area, 88 preferred the spring view •	
and 77 preferred the winter view. 

As a result, the spring view of 4 areas and the winter 
view of 3 areas were preferred among the spring 
and winter views of 7 different areas (Figure 2). The 
arithmetic mean   of participant evaluations of these 
areas are presented in Figure 3.

Perceptive difference Levels for Campus 
Views determined with Semantic differential 
Technique 
In this section, arithmetic means for adjective pairs 
were used to evaluate the seasonal views of the 
campus spaces based the perceptual processes of 
the participants (Table 3, Table 4).
Based on the analysis of the conducted assessments, 
the differences between arithmetic mean values   
revealed that there was a perceptual difference. 
Because spring view, which was the most liked 
view of the first area, scored 3.85 for the liked/
disliked adjective pair, 3.61 for the ugly/attractive 
adjective pair, 3.95 for the attractive/ugly adjective 
pair, 3.81 for the relaxing/repellent adjective pair, 
3.59 for the effective/ineffective adjective pair, 3.87 
for the boring-interesting adjective pair, 3.91 from 
the monotonous-animated adjective pair, 3.63 
for the regular-irregular adjective pair, 3.91 from 
the modest-ostentatious adjective pair, 3.83 for 
the illegible/legible adjective pair, and 3.56 from 
the complex-simple adjective pair. Analysis of the 
assessment of adjective pairs for the winter view 
of the first field demonstrated that the scores for all 
adjective pairs were lower than those of the spring 
view. The second field received higher values for the 
spring view when compared to the winter view as 
well. The differences between the views of spring 
and winter were higher when compared to that 

of the first area. The most liked spring view of the 
second area received the highest positive score of 
4.82 for the boring-interesting adjective pair. The 
lowest positive score was 3.61 for the repellent/
relaxing adjective pair. The lowest negative values 
for all areas were found for the winter views of the 
second field; 2.35 for the boring-interesting adjective 
pair and 2.34 for the ugly-attractive adjective pair, 
2.73 for the complex-simple adjective pair, 2.45 for 
the modest-ostentatious adjective pair, and 2.89 
for the regular/irregular adjective pair. In the third 
area, the winter view, which was the most admired 
image, received the highest positive score of 4.78 
for the liked-disliked adjective pair. The lowest score 
was 3.35 for the irregular-regular adjective pair. The 
spring image, which was the most liked view of the 
fourth field, had the highest positive score of 4.85 for 
the complex-simple adjective pair. The most liked and 
preferred winter view of the fifth area received the 
highest score of 4.64 for the liked-disliked adjective 
pair. The most favored spring view of the sixth area 
received the highest positive score of 4.85 for the 
complex-simple adjective pair. The most preferred 
spring view of the seventh area received the highest 
positive score of 4.54 for the boring-interesting 
adjective pair.

results and discussion
The present study examined the changes in the 
visual perception of certain spaces due to the 
seasonal changes in KTU Kanuni campus located 
at Trabzon urban center. For this purpose, the 
study was conducted with the students attending 
KTU Landscape Architecture department. It was 
considered that the reasons and the assessments 
would be more reliable if they had prior knowledge 
about the spaces and campus surroundings. 
However, although there are previous studies that 
supported this view, there are other studies that 
advocated that assessments should be conducted 
by non-experts. Hess and King (2001) argued 
that expert assessments improves the reliability 
of the studies, while Misgav (2000) claimed that 
assessments of the actual users were more 
realistic30,31. KTU Landscape Architecture students 
were considered as assessors that fit both categories 
since they are both experts and users who live in 
Trabzon. In the present study, two different seasonal 
images of 7 different campus locations were used. 
Study findings demonstrated that there were 
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differences between visual perceptions based on all 
adjective pairs and groups. This finding supported 
the fact that selected campus sites had different 
values. Based on the study findings, the landscape 
components (structural and vegetative) in the views 
differed based on features such as size, shape, color 
and texture, resulting in higher positive scores for the 
spring views. For example, foliage, flower, stem, and 
fruit characteristics of plants affected the participant 
assessments. The perception of color in the winter 
views were increasingly weaker. As the photos 
were painted by the snow, the whole images were 
perceived as black and white, and visual features 
such as size, shape, color and texture cannot be 
perceived adequately since all the landscape was 
covered with snow. Thus, when the seasonal views 
were examined, it was observed that spring images 
received high perceptual scores. Therefore, these 

findings demonstrated that there were perceptual 
differences in the seasonal views of open spaces in 
the campus  influenced the visual preference.

Conclusions
In conclusion, the effects of seasonal changes of the 
campus views on visual perception were determined 
with this research. However, it is known that not 
only the seasons but also several other effects are 
important in the perception of the views. In order to 
get more realistic results, not only the students but 
also the public should be questioned.  Also  this study 
is a preliminary work with landscape concern; it can 
been carried out globally.
Results showed that seasonal effects of landscape 
views is a visual event and effects perception of 
people. So, landscape designers and operators 
should be evaluated that in their landscape projects 
and applications.
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