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Abstract: With increasing land use conflicts around the world, as well as need for more agricultural land,
“natural” areas are coming under increased threat of disturbance or destruction. If these lands are to be
preserved or protected, some measure of their value is required and in the world of market-based instruments
this “value” is often converted to a monetary currency. One area that often gets overlooked is the aesthetics
of natural land, which is often the primary emotional driver of natural land protection. However it remains a hard
value to quantify and this paper attempts to fill this gap, especially for geomorphological features. A visual
quality assessment method was used and calculated by means of scenic quality and eight descriptors. With
photos taken in the study area, a photo-questionnaire was prepared and rated by the participants. According
to the findings, the visual quality of geomorphological formations is of generally high value; in particular,
scenes of the volcanic lakes and ponor plateau are very valuable in terms of visual quality. Strong positive
relationships were also found between the scenic quality and some descriptors (coherence, complexity,
wilderness, vividness, mystery, being interesting, legibility and uniqueness). In addition, coherence,
uniqueness and vividness played roles in the shaping of the scenic quality. 
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INTRODUCTION sustainable development and the scenic beauty of the

Landscape  is  a  ‘meta-structure  of relations number of recent studies including various types of
between different systems’-geomorphologic, ecological, landscapes, such as rural landscapes [6-8], agricultural
environmental, historical-cultural, aesthetic, socio- landscapes [9, 10], river landscapes [11], natural
economic, territorial - that includes all genetic, biological waterscapes  [12],  Mediterranean landscapes [13],
and  functional  relations  among  the  components of botanic gardens [14], flower Gardens [15], urban rocky
each  part  of  the earth’s surface [1]. The past two habitats [16] and road scenes [17, 18]. 
decades have seen remarkable advances in our Much   research   has   been   initiated   to  seek
understanding of landscape development and a reliable techniques for predicting  perceived  scenic
significant increase in the prominence of geomorphology beauty  [5]. A  reasonable  (and  popular)  resolution  of
with respect to its related sub-disciplines [2]. The natural the   objective-subjective    controversy  in   the  context
environment, its landscape and, consequently, the of   landscape   aesthetic   quality   assessment is
geomorphological surface (landform) of the Earth is designed  to  acknowledge  that  quality   depends on
continuously changing due to natural and anthropogenic both  features  of  the  landscape  and  the
influences [3]. A proper choice of the geomorphological perceptual/experiential   processes   those   features
elements to be examined and evaluated in a specific way - evoke in the human viewer [19]. Therefore, landscape
in particular for tourism and recreational purposes-might aesthetic quality assessment can be divided into two main
be important [4]. approaches: one based upon an objectivist or physical

As living standards improve and global environment paradigm, the other based upon a subjectivist or
problems worsen, there is increasing public concern about psychological paradigm [19-21].

outdoor environment [5]. This has been the subject of a
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Expert models (objectivist) use cartographic The aim of this study was to reveal the visual
characteristics (qualitative or quantitative) to calculate an richness of the geomorphological formations. The
integral preference score for a given landscape. purposes of the study were: (1) to investigate the human
Otherwise, public  preference  models  (subjectivist)  make perception of scenic quality for scenes in the Karapýnar
use of questionnaires investigating preference in (2) to determine the relationships between descriptors and
combination with statistical approaches to generate a the rating of visual aesthetic quality (3) to offer some
landscape score [22]. Significant differences were found suggestions for the future planning according to scenic
between the results of scientific research that use quality.
objective and subjective approaches [7,10,23]. In contrast
to objective approaches, subjective approaches are more MATERIALS AND METHODS
preferred and are considered to be more reliable.

In the subjective approach, a landscape’s visual Study Area: The survey area was the town of Karapýnar
aesthetic quality is considered to be  a  product  of  the in the central Anatolia Region, Turkey (Figure 1). It is
visible features of the landscape as related to how it located at 37 42'53.33'' latitude and 33 33'09.16'' longitude
interacts with psychological processes taking place in the with an altitude of 1.026 m and an area of 3.030 km .
human observer. This approach can be assessed through According to the 2010 address-based census its
sensory-perceptual parameters or cognitive constructs population is 47,751 [27].
[13]. Karapýnar’s rural character is largely defined by

To determine the preferences for natural, naturalistic elements such as scenic views, extinct volcanic
and geometrically designed landscape scenes, they were mountains, ponor plateau, volcanic lakes, sand dunes,
used parameters such as perceived naturalness, rocks, caves, tumulus and its historic town centre.
familiarity, mystery, coherence, legibility and complexity Karapýnar is also known as an important station and
[24]. It was researched the preferences for visual quality supply point of the Silk Road throughout history. “The
of Mediterranean rural areas such as scale effect, focal World's Blue Bead” the so-called Meke Crater Lake, is
view, alignments and colour contrast [6]. The scenic located in the town of Karapýnar. Meke Lake has a
highways were determined by means of criteria such as circular shape and there is an island in the middle of it,
naturalness, vividness, variety and unity [17]. The urban which is called Meke. It covers an area of 16,000 hectares
scenes were researched by using criteria such as being located south of Town Karapýnar, which is only one of
away, fascination, coherence, compatibility and extent desert area in Turkey.
[25]. To determine preferences for the visual quality of The study area is divided into four landscape
urban park scenes, they were used parameters such as categories. We have used this classification. These
unpleasant/pleasant, sleepy/arousing, gloomy/exciting, landscape categories are given: 1- Mountains and rocks,
distressing/relaxing, unsafe/safe, artificial/natural, 2- Sand dunes, 3- Ponor plateau and 4- Volcanic lakes.
bounded/open and disordered/ordered [26]. The
landscape’s visual attributes for Mediterranean-climate Participants and Field Data Collection: Participants were
landscapes were researched by using criteria such as volunteer undergraduate students in the Agricultural
coherence, legibility, complexity, mystery, diversity and Faculty and Fine Arts Faculty of Selcuk University,
risk [13]. The preferences for rural landscapes in Flanders Turkey. The sample consisted of 281 students (54.4%
were researched by using criteria such as openness and women and 45.6% men). The mean age of the respondents
variety [7]. It was researched the preferences for rural was 21.08  years  and varied between 17 and 28 years
landscapes in France and Belgium by using criteria such (Std. Deviation=1.625). The participants were a native
as coherence and complexity [8]. The values for group (34.9%) and a non-native group (65.1%).
agricultural landscapes were researched by using criteria The use of photographs was chosen as being
such as harmony, continuity, fitness, uniqueness and descriptive for the real landscape, consistent with
symbolism [10]. The preferences for visual beauties of previous studies [12,21,24,26,28,29]. The photographs for
natural waterscapes were determined by using criteria the questionnaire were taken in four differently structured
such as vividness, harmony, fascination, being interesting landscapes that are previously mentioned. Around 400
and naturalness [12]. It was researched the scenic roads photographs were taken by one of the authors without
by using criteria such as naturalness, vitality, excitement, any photographic manipulation in study area, the aim
confidence, originality and harmony [18]. being  to  describe  the  landscape  content  and  variation

2
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Fig. 1: Location of the study area in Konya (Turkey)

throughout Karapýnar’s rural character. Some Procedure: The common method applied in this study is
photographs were taken by a professional photographer based  on  the  previous  studies [12,16,30,31,32]. A
(Hamdi Yazar) in Meke Crater Lake and its sand dunes. All photo-questionnaire was designed to test the scenic
photographs were captured between the hours of 10:00 quality and descriptors for different types of
a.m. and 4:00 p.m. using a hand held 35mm digital camera. geomorphological landscapes. Following the landscape
Photographs were taken between July 2004 and descriptors belong to 3 different groups: physical, artistic,
September 2006. psychological  [33]. Vividness is a descriptor proposed by
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Fig. 2: Base photos and mean scores for the scenic quality (SQ: Scenic Quality Score)

Litton [34]; mystery, complexity, legibility and coherence scenic quality measures;  and  (3)  descriptors  measures.
are the four “informational variables” proposed by [23] In total, sixteen photographs were carefully selected,
and are typical psychological descriptors; wilderness is a including up to four photos for each type of landscape
physical descriptor; being interesting is to certain extent among approximately 400 photographs taken in the study
similar to the concept of mystery [35]. area. Selection of photographs was carried out in

It was designed to be easily understood by the consultation  with  the  expert  group  and  consisted  of
participants.   The   questionnaire   was   carried  out four  landscape  architects.  Example  scenes  from
during December 2010. The questionnaire included three landscape types of the study area are shown in Figure 2
different  measures:  (1)  demographic  information  (2) and Figure 3. 
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Fig. 3: Base photos and mean scores for the scenic quality (SQ: Scenic Quality Score)

The participants for the study were divided into to  indicate  their  preference  for  each  of  the  16  slides
groups of about 30 students and the study was by  a  five  level  Likert-type  rating  system, which
conducted   at    the    studio   of   the  Agricultural displays the scenic quality by any individual in the
Faculty, Selcuk University. Prior to the presentation, following rating terms: very low, 1; low, 2; moderate, 3;
instructions were read concerning the goals of the high, 4; and very high, 5. Additionally, each respondent
assessment and participants were informed about was asked to rate each of the 16 photographs in the
descriptors (explanations of each parameter). Using a questionnaire by using eight descriptors: coherence,
projector,  landscape  slides  were  shown  on  a  large complexity, uniqueness, legibility, wilderness, being
screen.  The  slide  was  held  for  60  seconds  on  the interesting, mystery and vividness. Demographic
screen to allow the respondents to comprehend and questions were also asked including age, gender and
evaluate  each  of  photographs. Participants were asked residence.
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Statistical Analysis: The statistical analysis was carried The score of the scenic quality of each photograph
out using SPSS version 15 and a p-value of 0.01/0.05 was was examined; the highest scores are seen respectively:
used to determine statistical significance. All of the data the VL1 (Volcanic lakes 1) =4.84, SD1 (Sand dunes 1)
collected from the photo-questionnaire is nominal or =4.51, PP1 (Ponor plateau 1) =4.32 and MR2 (Mountains
ordinal and therefore nonparametric statistics were used and rocks 2) =2.98 for each type of landscape
to find differences between groups or descriptors. photography and the lowest scores are, respectively, the
Descriptive statistics and frequencies were primarily used SD3=1.97, SD2=2.27, MR4=2.32 and MR1=2.40 within all
to describe the data. The reliability was calculated for all categories of landscape. Photograph (SD1) including
parameters (Cronbach’s Alpha value 0.772). The result Meke Hill in the sand dunes was approved as interesting.
shows that this inquiry study is reliable. Correlation and This photo also showed a high average score of the
regression analysis was tested to establish the nature and descriptors. Photographs (VL1 and VL2) including Meke
degree of the relationship between the scenic quality and Lake had high average scores as expected. For this
the descriptors. reason, a particular form emerged with volcanic formation.

Yavsan Ponor (PP4) is a dry ponor but was found to have
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION high scenic quality according to watery ponor.

Scenic Quality Scores for Landscapes Types: terms of the descriptors of “mystery” and “being
Participants evaluated each of the 16 photos; the means interesting”. Volcanic lakes and ponor plateau had
of scenic quality and other parameters was calculated and significantly higher scores of “uniqueness”. “Vividness”
presented in Table 1. According to the results, was higher in the photographs (PP1, PP2, PP3, VL1, VL2,
photographs of volcanic lakes and ponor plateau were VL3 and VL4) that contained a water surface. 
higher than that seen in the scores of other landscape
categories. Scenic quality of mountains/rocks and sand Relationships Between the Descriptors Scenic Quality
dunes were significantly lower. In general, “complexity” and  Cognitive  Parameters:   Spearman’s   Rho
received low scores when the highest score of Correlation   was   applied   to   test    relationships
“coherence” and “wilderness” were seen in all categories between the  descriptors’  of  scenic  quality  and  the
of landscape. descriptors  and these results were presented in Table 2.

Photographs related to the dune fields scored very low in

Table 1: The averages of scenic quality and cognitive parameters for each photo

Slide No Scenic Quality Coherence Complexity Uniqueness Legibility Wilderness Being Interesting Mystery Vividness

MR1 2.40 2.45 2.96 2.10 3.13 3.63 2.58 2.65 2.54

MR2 2.98 3.50 1.86 2.37 3.46 4.14 2.21 2.57 2.67

MR3 2.71 2.69 2.67 2.36 3.12 3.41 2.71 2.64 2.54

MR4 2.32 2.97 1.70 1.94 3.20 3.33 1.88 2.11 2.34

SD1 4.51 4.28 3.22 4.33 3.70 4.34 4.54 4.31 4.06

SD2 2.27 2.86 2.12 2.06 3.01 3.56 2.19 2.15 2.25

SD3 1.97 2.54 1.93 1.99 2.95 3.72 2.02 2.19 2.07

SD4 3.40 3.25 2.57 3.17 3.39 3.97 3.49 3.52 3.10

PP1 4.32 3.90 2.76 3.87 3.84 3.79 4.12 3.97 4.04

PP2 4.13 3.87 2.64 3.77 3.89 3.84 3.88 3.61 3.83

PP3 3.27 3.35 2.30 2.86 3.50 3.69 3.03 2.89 3.06

PP4 3.61 3.38 2.90 3.49 3.48 3.43 3.85 3.59 3.40

VL1 4.84 4.42 3.21 4.66 4.31 4.23 4.71 4.30 4.53

VL2 4.31 3.93 2.94 3.96 3.85 4.00 4.02 3.75 3.95

VL3 3.71 3.53 2.28 3.08 3.49 3.54 3.05 2.85 3.30

VL4 3.46 3.36 2.17 2.86 3.42 3.54 2.80 2.65 3.08
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Table 2: Relationships between the parameters’ scenic quality and cognitive parameters

Slide No Coherence Complexity Uniqueness Legibility Wilderness Being Interesting Mystery Vividness

Scenic Quality MR1 0.443* -0.048 0.401* 0.173 0.053 0.392* 0.182 0.345*

0 0.419 0 0.004 0.378 0 0.002 0

MR2 0.418* 0.168 0.541* 0.227* 0.023 0.459* 0.313* 0.531*

0 0.005 0 0 0.696 0 0 0

MR3 0.483* 0.148 0.506* 0.287* 0.124 0.412* 0.439** 0.547*

0 0.013 0 0 0.037 0 0 0

MR4 0.415* 0.257* 0.547* 0.212* 0.137 0.430* 0.319* 0.388*

0 0 0 0 0.021 0 0 0

SD1 0.473* 0.282* 0.356* 0.254* 0.089 0.346* 0.283* 0.358*

0 0 0 0 0.139 0 0 0

SD2 0.479* 0.191* 0.398* 0.156 0.081 0.359* 0.339* 0.455*

0 0.001 0 0.009 0.176 0 0 0

SD3 0.480* 0.286* 0.493* 0.320* 0.02 0.510* 0.426* 0.467*

0 0 0 0 0.736 0 0 0

SD4 0.577* 0.227* 0.577* 0.380* 0.188 0.494* 0.458* 0.483*

0 0 0 0 0.002 0 0 0

PP1 0.579* 0.107 0.503* 0.323* 0.163 0.437* 0.397* 0.521*

0 0.073 0 0 0.006 0 0 0

PP2 0.625* -0.022 0.560* 0.419* 0.220* 0.556* 0.424* 0.600*

0 0.718 0 0 0 0 0 0

PP3 0.525* 0.193* 0.543* 0.375* 0.182 0.489* 0.395* 0.492*

0 0.001 0 0 0.002 0 0 0

PP4 0.527* 0.262* 0.551* 0.322* 0.200* 0.449* 0.396* 0.502*

0 0 0 0 0.001 0 0 0

VL1 0.367* 0.043 0.395* 0.349* 0.217* 0.351* 0.281* 0.399*

0 0.472 0 0 0 0 0 0

VL2 0.412* 0.182* 0.554* 0.353* 0.252* 0.478* 0.428* 0.493*

0 0.002 0 0 0 0 0 0

VL3 0.623* 0.087 0.466* 0.369* 0.192* 0.403* 0.358* 0.478*

0 0.145 0 0 0.001 0 0 0

VL4 0.629* 0.098 0.481* 0.362* 0.176 0.478* 0.422* 0.478*

0 0.1 0 0 0.003 0 0 0

*p<0.01

Table 3 The effect of the collective cognitive parameters on scenic quality

Unstandardized Coefficients B - Signification

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Slide No R R Square F Coherence Complexity Uniqueness Legibility Wilderness Being Interesting Mystery Vividness

MR1 0.589 0.346 18.027 0.277* -0.054 0.174* 0.05 -0.005 0.167* -0.041 0.138*

0 0.174 0.001 0.221 0.899 0.001 0.385 0.003

MR2 0.685 0.469 29.907 0.247* 0.105 0.311* 0.074 -0.094 0.154** 0.033 0.231*

0 0.085 0 0.135 0.083 0.028 0.523 0

MR3 0.681 0.464 29.38 0.312* 0.18 0.176* 0.07 -0.022 0.016 0.112** 0.301*

0 0.715 0.003 0.172 0.585 0.788 0.042 0

MR4 0.668 0.446 27.388 0.312* 0.059 0.420* 0.023 -0.036 0.173** 0.054 0.083

0 0.35 0.000** 0.578 0.364 0.016 0.362 0.121**
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Table 3: Continued

Unstandardized Coefficients B - Signification
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Slide No R R Square F Coherence Complexity Uniqueness Legibility Wilderness Being Interesting Mystery Vividness

SD1 0.594 0.353 18.587 0.325* 0.098* 0.021 0.074** -0.074** 0.104 0.051 0.035
0 0 0.697 0.04 0.034 0.091 0.302 0.356

SD2 0.609 0.371 20.017 0.325* 0.051 0.102 0.035 -0.044 0.095 0.031 0.203*
0 0.337 0.125 0.406 0.273 0.174 0.626 0

SD3 0.68 0.462 29.062 0.225* 0.021 0.106** 0.064 -0.067 0.223* 0.041 0.209*
0 0.624 0.04 0.084 0.056 0 0.349 0

SD4 0.69 0.476 30.863 0.315* 0.036 0.207* 0.083 0.037 0.143** 0.043 0.068
0 0.44 0.001 0.121 0.448 0.022 0.448 0.196

PP1 0.691 0.478 31.129 0.309* 0.023 0.145* 0.024 -0.035 0.142** -0.049 0.203*
0 0.465 0.005 0.6 0.331 0.011 0.324 0

PP2 0.766 0.586 48.147 0.273* -0.03 0.158* 0.05 -0.026 0.247* -0.044 0.183*
0 0.34 0.001 0.282 0.48 0 0.334 0

PP3 0.697 0.486 32.133 0.290* 0.086 0.209* 0.073 -0.018 0.161* -0.016 0.165*
0 0.068 0 0.165 0.654 0.008 0.771 0.001

PP4 0.667 0.445 27.294 0.260* 0.086 0.221* 0.039 -0.013 0.009 0.052 0.216*
0 0.058 0 0.465 0.756 0.891 0.362 0

VL1 0.634 0.402 22.848 0.149* -0.021 0.231* 0.04 -0.013 0.044 0.017 0.084*
0 0.195 0 0.182 0.56 0.262 0.508 0.002

VL2 0.649 0.421 24.638 0.110** 0.041 0.233* 0.019 -0.02 0.076 0.076 0.131*
0.013 0.177 0 0.668 0.576 0.17 0.082 0.004

VL3 0.683 0.467 29.742 0.456* 0.033 0.07 0.064 -0.043 0.002 0.093 0.132**
0 0.48 0.229 0.193 0.308 0.968 0.085 0.011

VL4 0.726 0.528 37.963 0.487* 0 0.135** -0.023 -0.130* 0.092 0.049 0.147*
0 0.993 0.026 0.604 0.002 0.134 0.356 0.002

Dependent variable: Scenic quality
*P < 0.01, **P < 0.05

Accordingly, a significant relationship was found the descriptors  (Table  3).  “Coherence”,  “vividness”
between scenic quality and six of the eight descriptors and  “uniqueness”  descriptors  have  the  maximum
(coherence, complexity, wilderness, uniqueness, legibility, effect on the scenic quality. 
being interesting, mystery and vividness) across all The photos that have the highest and lowest mean
categories of landscape. scores in terms of scenic quality were examined for each

However, significant relationships between category of landscape. Accordingly, Meke Lake’s photo
descriptors of wilderness and complexity and scenic (VL1) is R2=0.402. In this photo, “uniqueness”
quality were much fewer in number. The relation between (Beta=0.231) and “coherence” (Beta=0.149) strongly
scenic quality and “complexity” in sand dunes’ influenced the scenic quality. Çýralý Ponor containing
photographs was significantly found to be statistical. photo (PP1) is R2=0.478. “Coherence” (Beta=0.309) and
Interestingly,    photographs     of     volcanic      lakes “vividness” (Beta=0.203) influenced the scenic quality.
(VL1, VL2 and VL3) have determined a relationship Meke Hill’s photo (SD1) is R2=0.353. “Coherence”
between scenic quality and “wilderness”. (Beta=0.325) and “complexity” (Beta=0.098) influenced the

After   correlation    analysis,    the  regression scenic quality. Lastly, Karacada ’s volcanic cone
analysis  was    conducted    to    investigate   the  effect containing photo (MR2) is R2=0.469. The scenic quality
of   the   collective   descriptors   on   scenic  quality. of this photo and its “uniqueness”, “coherence” and
Scenic  quality   as   dependent  and  independent “vividness” descriptors were affected. In addition, “being
variables   were    selected as    the    eight   descriptors. interesting” in MR1, SD3 and PP2 numbered photographs
In  general,  the  scenic  quality  formed  about  40%  of were statistically significant.
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This study was carried out to determine the scenic Scenic quality and cognitive parameters can be
quality in the geomorphological formations in the town of explained in a better way. The model of spatial information
Karapýnar in Konya, Turkey, in order to fill the gap on the showed that several informational variables, such as
subject and also provide an opportunity to test some of mystery, coherence, legibility and complexity were used
the conceptual parameters that could be effective on the and investigated [23]. Coherence is related to the
landscape’s visual quality. understanding of the environment and is the principal

Generally, the landscape categories covering component in the interpretation of landscape structure.
geomorphological formations were determined to be of The coherence is the most powerful predictor of
high landscape quality. Previous studies of the visual preference for these scenes [13,24]. In contrast, coherent
quality were carried out in dense vegetation. Areas that is a weaker predictor for aesthetic preference [8].
have particularly strong effects on the quality of the According to the results in the present study, there is a
landscape of trees were determined [22, 36]. In this study, strong positive relationship between “coherence” and
seeing poor or no vegetation in the assessment of the scenic quality. Furthermore, the scenic quality was formed
visual quality is considered to be an advantage. Thus, the in tandem with vividness, uniqueness and being
effects of other natural elements on the visual quality interesting, for example, as seen in the photograph of PP2
have obtained a better possibility of description. (R2=0.586) (Table 3). 

The natural and biotope type landscapes received Vividness proved to be a necessary component of a
high preference scores [24]. The natural features model to predict scenic beauty [17]. Vividness and being
especially in rural landscapes yielded a rather positive interesting had a significant relationship with preference
effect on overall landscape quality [32]. As in the in the visual quality of waterscapes [12]. Our findings are
previous studies about visual quality, perceived similar to these results. In particular, coherence and
naturalness influences people’s aesthetic preferences as vividness indicated major effects on the scenic quality.
positive [13,18,23,37,38]. These results confirm the present This is supported by the mean values shown in Table 3.
study’s findings regarding the scenic quality of “Uniqueness” is also an important parameter affecting
geomorphological formations. scenic quality and it showed a strong correlation with

The water surfaces also have a significant impact on scenic quality in all scenic photos. 
a landscape’s visual quality. In a rural area of Japan, Complexity, mystery and legibility are Informational
found that water in the landscape strongly attracts the Processing Theory parameters [23]. Conversely;
attention of child residents, whereas it plays a minor role complexity, mystery and legibility are much less powerful
in adult perception of the landscape [11]. Images of [24]. Complexity had no significant effect on landscape
containing water were significantly more preferred than aesthetics in two latent preference classes but had a small
those without water and this applied both for students positive effect in three preference classes [42]. There are
and for locals [39, 40]. This data obtained findings; significant correlation between the visual quality and
photographs with the surface water (PP1, PP2, PP3, VL1, wilderness [6]. In the present study, strong correlations
VL2, VL3 and VL4) were found to have high scores in were determined between scenic quality and “complexity”
terms of scenic quality (Table 1). in sand dunes (SD1, SD2, SD3 and SD4) and ponor

These patterns of vegetation, possibly combined plateau (PP3 and PP4) and also between scenic quality
with topographic variation, caused a general positive and “wilderness” in volcanic lakes (VL1, VL2 and VL3)
response [39]. Rocky habitats with important plant and ponor plateau (PP2 and PP4) (Table 2).
diversity and visual quality must be evaluated as a part of
urban open green areas and these habitats must CONCLUSIONS
contribute to these areas as aesthetical and functional
matters [16]. Residents often referred to the mountains This study investigated the human perceptions of
and to what they considered as natural, such as forests geomorphological formations within rural areas in the
and water courses [10]. The perceived visual quality district of Karapýnar, Turkey. Research highlights and
increased with the percent of visible vegetation, water suggestions brought to the region itemized are given
views  and  presence of mountains on the horizon [6,41]. below:
In contrast to these results, photos (ML1, ML2, ML3,
ML4, SD2 and SD3) including mountainous and rocky The results illustrated that the geomorphological
areas scored lower in terms of visual quality than the formations have possibly important landscape
ponor plateau and volcanic lakes (Table 1). values.
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Increasing the quality of the water surface is a very 5. Liao, W. and K. Nogami, 1999. Prediction of Near-
important element in the landscape. Volcanic lakes View Scenic Beauty in Artificial Stands of Hinoki
and ponor plateau where there is almost no (Chamaecyparis obtusa S. et Z.), Journal of Forest
vegetation is evidence that their scenic quality is Research, 4: 93-98.
high. 6. Arriaza, M., J.F. Cañas-Ortega, J.A. Cañas-Madueño
The scenic quality of ordinary sand dune areas is and P. Ruiz-Aviles, 2004. Assessing the visual
lower than other geomorphological formations. quality of rural landscapes, Landscape and Urban
However, the sand dune formations, such as Meke Planning, 69: 115-125.
Hill, don’t have a different form. 7. Rogge, E., F. Nevens and H. Gulinck, 2007.
Coherence, uniqueness, being interesting, mystery Perception of rural landscapes in Flanders: Looking
and vividness have been identified as strong beyond aesthetics, Landscape and Urban Planning,
components of scenic quality. 82: 159-174.
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