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1 Uvod

Krajina je naSim jedinym Zivotnim prostorem. Tento prostor, ktery sdilime
s ostatnimi Zivymi organismy, my lidé nezanedbatelnou mérou ovliviiujeme (Cilek,
2002; Gobster et al., 2007). Obraz krajiny je zaroven obrazem stavu nasi spole¢nosti
a lze jej povaZovat za soucast kulturni dimenze naseho Zivota (Jessel, 2006). Pfesto
jsme dnes svédky neuvdieného mrhdni krajinou ve prospéch rozvoje. Avsak stejnou
mérou, jakou ¢lovék méni své prostredi, jej prostfedi nuti k novym strategiim (Cilek,
2002; Sadlo et al., 2005). Je dllezité si uvédomit, Ze vztah mezi krajinou a lidmi
je reciprocni, ze krajina kolem nas vyrazné spoluformuje nase chovani (Valenta,
2008). Krajina je esencialnim prostfedkem, skrz ktery lidé vnimaji svét (Coeterier,
1996). Logickym dlsledkem poklesu kvality krajiny je pak pokles uUrovné nasi

spoleénosti.

Dnes je priroda, a potazmo i krajina, natolik samozifejmé spojovéna s pocitem krasy,
Ze si tento postoj c¢asto lidé ani neuvédomuiji (Stibral, 2005). Pfitom praveé v dnesni
dobé, kdy je krajina leckdy kratkozrace devastovana, je vhodné se tomuto postoji
vice vénovat. Vzdyt uspokojovani lidské potfeby krasy vyznamné prispiva k pocitliim
pohody a S$tésti (Michal, 2000). Stejné tak by nemélo byt opomijeno, Ze krdsna
krajina zajistuje naplnéni dalSich emocnich potreb, jako jsou relaxace (Kurdoglu and
Kurdoglu, 2010), identifikace nebo stimulace (Jessel, 2006), a je na celém svété
zakladnim zdrojem turismu (Ewald, 2001; Bulut and Yilmaz, 2008). Percepce krajiny
ovliviiuje spokojenost ¢lovéka s mistem, kde Zije, ovliviiuje jeho rozhodovani
o investi¢nich aktivitich, o mire zpUsobu premény krajiny, o prioritach
ekonomickych ¢&i environmentalnich a motivuje jej kcestovani (Paskova and
Zelenka, 2008). Z vySe uvedeného jasné vyplyva, Ze vizudlni kvality krajiny museji

byt zohlednény pfi krajinném planovani.

K objasnéni vztahu Cclovéka a krajiny vyznamné pfispivd vyzkum percepce
a preferenci rlznych typu krajiny a jejich scenérii (Paskova and Zelenka, 2008).
Urcit, vem spociva esteticka, resp. vizualni kvalita krajiny, je krajné obtizné.
Ddvodem je zejména mira subjektivity, kterd k hodnoceni krasy neodmyslitelné

patfi (Angileri and Toccolini, 1993; Arriaza et al. 2004). Objektivizace estetického
1



hodnoceni Ize dosdhnout pomoci identifikace intersubjektivni shody soudu rliznych
lidi (Low and Michal, 2003). S ohledem na kolektivni zkusenost s krajinou, stejné
kulturni podminky a obecné pfijaté celospolecenské soudy, je pravdépodobné,
Ze v hodnoceni krajiny tato shoda existuje (Coeterier, 1996; Palmer et Hoffman,
2001; Vorel, 2006). Védeckych vyzkumdi, které by tuto domnénku potvrdily, je
nedostatek (Hagerhall, 2001). Nezodpovézenou otdzkou zlstava, jaké faktory

konsensus v hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny determinuji.



2 Cile a hypotézy dizertacni prace

Hlavnim cilem dizerta¢ni prace je zjistit, zda mezi navstévniky krajiny existuje
konsensus v hodnoceni jejich vizudlnich kvalit, a jaké faktory se na utvareni tohoto
konsensu podileji. Dil¢im cilem prace je ovéfit, jaké faktory se podileji na formovani
vizualnich preferenci ndvstévnikd krajiny. Jako nastroj byl pouzit sociologicky
vyzkum preferenci vizudlnich kvalit krajiny ve vybranych chranénych krajinnych

oblastech.
Dizertacni prace se zaméfuje na ovéreni nize formulovanych hypotéz:

Hypotéza 1: Krajiny obsahujici urcité vizudlni kvality jsou respondenty

preferovany vice resp. méné, nez krajiny bez zastoupeni téchto kvalit.

Za predpokladu, Ze bude tato hypotéza potvrzena, je cilem stanovit, resp. ovérit
(jinymi autory jiz zjisténé), které kvality krajiny se na vizudlnich preferencich vyrazné
podileji.

Hypotéza 2: Konsensus v hodnoceni respondentl je vyznamné ovlivnén vizualni

kvalitou krajiny a/ nebo krajinnym typem.

Cilem je provérit, zda je konsensus v hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit krajiny zdvisly
na vizudlini kvalité krajiny a/ nebo krajinném typu (volnd krajina vs. krajina

venkovskych sidel).

Hypotéza 3: Existuje vyznamny vliv demografickych charakteristik respondenti
(vék, pohlavi, vzdélani, zaméreni, misto bydlisté) na preference a konsensus

ve verejném hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit krajiny.

Cilem je urcit, které ze sledovanych demografickych charakteristik respondenti
vyznamné ovliviiuji preference a konsensus ve vefejném hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit

krajiny.



3 Reserse

Cilem literarni reSerSe je objasnéni pojmua ,estetika krajiny”, ,estetickd (vizualni)
kvalita krajiny” a podrobny popis zplsobl ,hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit krajiny“.
Literarni reSerSe tak z popisu obecné problematiky estetiky a percepce krajiny
postupné prechazi k tématlim uzsim. Zavér resersni ¢asti je vénovan problematice

celospolecenského konsensu v hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny.

3.1 Estetika krajiny

Slovo ,, estetika “ vzniklo z feckého slova Aisthesis, coz znamena smyslové vnimani.
V roce 1750 byla estetika A. G. Baumgartenem vymezena jako véda o senzitivnim
poznani, pritemz jejim stfedem pozornosti se stala oblast krasna (Ptackova

and Stibral, 2002).

V pripadé krajiny povaZzuje Sklenicka (2003) za predmét estetiky takovou situaci,
ve které jsme schopni rozliSit esteticky objekt a jeho vnimatele, pticemz jejich
vzajemny vztah lze nazvat estetickym proZzitkem. Zuska (2009) upozoriuje,
Ze esteticky soud musi vidy referovat k uréitému objektu a vyzaduje aktivni Gcast
védomi se vSemi jeho ,,mohutnostmi. Vysledkem estetického prozitku je pak soud,
pro ktery lze zachovat zakladni kategorie umélecké estetiky - krasno a osklivost

(Valenta, 2008).

3.2 Historicky vyvoj estetického vnimani krajiny v ceskych zemich

Estetické zalibeni v ptirodé ma v evropské kulture dlouhou tradici, avsak estetické
zalibeni v krajiné, jak jej vnimame dnes, je pomérné nedlouhé (Stibral et al., 2009).
Preference krajiny nejsou néco ,pfirozeného”, co by bylo po staleti konzistentni.
Stibral (2005) upozornuje, Ze estetické hodnoceni je vysledkem dlouhého kulturniho
vyvoje, pricemZz dnesSni estetické hodnoty jsou odliSné od téch minulych.
Jako ptiklad uvadi lesy, hory a skaly, které jsou dnes castym turistickym cilem,

ale pro nase predky byly jasnymi ptiklady Seredna a ohavnosti. Koneckonct i déjiny
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zahradniho uméni a kultivace krajiny ukazuji, Ze pohled na estetické hodnoty
pfirody (krajiny) se vyvijel a ménil s vyvojem poznani, filosofie, ideji a kultury (Vorel,
2006). Obecné lze shrnout, Ze krajina neni nikdy krajinou o sobé, ale i urcitou tradici

vnimani této krajiny a naopak (Skabraha, 2006).

Je pravdépodobné, Ze nékteré zakladni preference krajin, napf. preference krajin
nabizejicich vyhled nebo naopak ukryt, se vyvinul v dlsledku selekéniho tlaku
béhem tisice let lidské historie (Tveit, 2009; Stibral et al., 2009). Obecna estetika,
zahrnujic estetiku krajiny, se pak stala pfedmétem zajmu (predevsim filosofie)
v obdobi okolo 5. stol. pf. n. |. (Lothian, 1999). Za prfelomové a obsahujici vychodiska
pro soucasné estetické postoje vici krajiné povazuje Stibral (2005) az obdobi

od 17. stoleti.

To, co se v 17. stoleti stalo s nasi krajinou, néktefi autofi nazyvaji doslova krajinnou
revoluci. Krajinné Upravy v obdobi baroka, kterymi byly napf. vysadby aleji podél
cest nebo zakladani poutnich cest a kaplicek, Ize oznacit za historicky prvni esteticky
motivované upravy krajiny (Sklenicka, 2003). Sadlo et al. (2005) konstatuje,
Ze obdobi baroka znamenalo vyrazné zesileni vlivu ¢lovéka na krajinu, ktery tehdy
urcil cely jeji raz. Z filosofického hlediska lze za pfelomové obdobi oznacit az pocatek
18. stoleti, nebot zatimco do této doby byla estetickd hodnota krajiny pfisuzovana
krajiné samotné a jejim vlastnostem, vtomto obdobi razni filosofové v cele
s Kantem uplatnili nazor, Ze krdsa se rodi az v mysli pozorovatele (Lothian, 1999).
Pravé Kant byl tim, kdo béhem 18. stoleti postavil obdiv k pfirodé nad obdiv k uméni

samotnému, a to predevsim ve svém dile Kritika soudnosti (Stibral, 2005).

Obdobi romantismu, tedy obdobi konce 18. stoleti a zaddtku 19. stoleti,
bylo provazeno , kultem pfirody”. V této epose byl preferovan cit pred rozumem,
coz vedlo nejen k masovéjSim navstévam krajiny pro jeji krasy, ale i k rozvoji
turistiky a Upravam venkovské krajiny (Skleni¢ka, 2003). Za urcity vrchol estetického
vnimani krajiny je pak oznacovan prelom 19.a 20. stoleti, tedy obdobi secese,
kdy bylo uméni, jak uvadi Stibral (2005), zaujato pfirodou jako projevem Zivotni sily.
Ke konci 19. stoleti vSak prichazi dekadence a avantgarda. Jedna se o obdobi,

kterd opovrhuji pfirodou a zdlrazfuji umélost civilizace, kdy idedl krajiny byva
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je v této dobé povazovana za néco, co nudi (Stibral, 2005).

Zvrat vtomto trendu nastdva aZz na konci Sedesatych let. S generaci ,kvétinovych
déti“ prichazi odpor k méstacké, materialistické kultufe. Navraci se touha
po pfirozenosti a jednoduchosti a sni zajem o pfirodu, které zacinad byt opét
pfisuzovana moudrost a krasa (Stibral, 2005). Pfiblizné ve stejné dobé se odbornici

zacinaji vénovat hodnoceni estetické kvality krajiny (Palmer, 2004).

PfestoZe napf. Ewald (2001) nebo Vorel (2006) upozoriuji, Ze estetika krajiny
a hodnoceni krajinné scenérie by mélo byt zdkladni soucasti kazdého komplexniho
pfistupu ke krajiné, Michal (2000) uvadi, Ze estetika krajiny jako védni obor,
zabyvajici se estetickymi jevy (,estetiécnem®) v krajiné v Ceské republice, dosud
nebyla konstituovana. S cilem pfispét k prohloubeni znalosti o vizualni percepci
krajiny, bylo v poslednich letech v Ceské republice uskuteénéno nékolik
publikovanych vyzkumu vizualnich preferenci krajiny (napf. Paskova and Zelenka,
2008; Sklenicka and Molnarova, 2010; Svobodova et al., 2012; Molnarova et al,,
2012).

3.3 Esteticka resp. vizualni kvalita krajiny

Stejné tak, jako je téZko uchopitelny pojem ,krajina“, i pojem ,estetickd (vizualni)
kvalita krajiny” postrada svou presnou definici. Vidy =zdlezi na pfistupu,

ktery k definovani estetické kvality krajiny pouzijeme.

Pfestoze estetiku krajiny lze vnimat vSemi smysly, to, co je krajina, vychazi
predevsim ze zrakové zkusSenosti (Stibral et al., 2009). V pfipadech, kdy je esteticka
kvalita krajiny posuzovana pouze zrakem (napf. na fotografiich krajinnych scenérii),

je pak vhodnéjsi hovorit o kvalité vizuaini®.

V textu je dle tohoto klice pouzivan jak termin ,estetickd”, tak termin ,vizudlni“ kvalita

krajiny.



Pojem ,kvalita” je v obecném smyslu definovan jako jakost neboli Udaj o vlastnosti
urcité véci, ktery ndm dava odpovéd na otdzku ,jaky?“. Daniel (2001) upozornuje,
ze vkontextu hodnoceni krajiny muaze byt kvalita vnimdna velmi rozdilnym
zpusobem — kvalitu krajiny muze predstavovat zajisténi zakladnich lidskych potieb
(jidlo, voda, ukryt, moZnost odpocinku, aj.), duSevnich potieb (identifikace
se s pfirodou, pocit sily, aj.) nebo jeji pfirodni hodnota. V souvislosti s estetickymi
kvalitami krajiny mezi sebou po staleti soupefily dva pristupy — objektivni
a subjektivni. Zatimco podle objektivniho pfistupu je estetickd hodnota krajiny dana
jejimi vlastnostmi a je tedy inherentni vlastnosti krajiny, podle subjektivniho
pristupu esteticka hodnota vznika aZ v oCich pozorovatele a je produktem lidské

mysli (Lothian, 1999).

Lothian (1999) uvadi, Ze moderni filosofové se priklanéji spise k tomu nazoru,
Ze estetickd hodnota krajiny je vyplodem mysli pozorovatel(. Daniel (2001) vsak
podotykad, Ze racionalni a téZ popularni feseni vznika spojenim obou pfistupt, nebot
krajina a lidské vnimani krajinného prostredi jsou ve vzajemné interakci. Estetickd
hodnota krajiny vznikd na zdkladé vztahu mezi jejimi vlastnostmi a uUcinkem,
které tyto vlastnosti maji na ¢lovéka - pozorovatele (napf. Vorel et al., 2003; Jessel,

2006).

3.3.1 Objektivni pfistup

Objektivni pfistup povazZuje estetickou hodnotu za vnitfni vlastnost krajiny (Lothian,
1999). Tento pristup je zaloZzen na predpokladech, které si experti osvojili a podle
kterych je krajina hodnocena (Lothian, 1999). Napfr. Jessel (2006) predpoklada,
Ze estetickd hodnota krajiny je dana rozmanitosti jednotlivych krajinnych prvki
a charakterem krajiny, resp. kombinaci téchto prvk(. V souvislosti s legislativnim
ramcem Ceské republiky (§ 12 zdkona €. 114/1992 Sb.) Vorel et al. (2003) uvadi,
Ze estetickd hodnota krajiny je dana pfirodnimi a kulturnimi hodnotami,

harmonickym méritkem a vztahy v krajiné.



Ptirodni hodnotu Vorel et al. (2006) definuji jako soubor kvalitativnich parametru
zastoupenych ekosystémU ve vztahu k jejich trvalé udrzitelnosti, reprezentativnosti
aktudlnich znak( ve vztahu ke stanovistnim podminkam, prostorovymi parametry,
harmonickym charakterem interakci mezi ekosystémy a vyraznymi ptirodnimi
dominantami krajiny. Jinymi slovy, pfirodni hodnoty jsou dany pfitomnosti, typem
a strukturou prvku ptirodni povahy, jakymi jsou napf. tvar krajinného povrchu, lesy,
rozptylena zelen, louky, mokrady, vodni toky, nadrze ajezera s jejich bfehovymi

porosty.

Nedilnou soucasti dnes jiz veskeré krajiny jsou projevy lidské spolecnosti, které
Ize oznadit pojmem kultura (Sadlo et al., 2005). Zatimco nékteré kulturni prvky
mohou estetickou hodnotu krajiny podtrhnout, jiné jsou k této hodnoté neutralni,
dalsi mohou tuto hodnotu znevaZovat (Michal, 2000). Pozitivné vnimané kulturni
hodnoty mohou byt v krajiné prezentovany v podobé sakrdlnich ¢i jinych dobovych
staveb, jako jsou hrady, zficeniny, zdmky, poutni kostely, kaplicky aj. (Kupka, 2010).
Esteticky zajimava vSak muze byt i kulturni krajina, jejiz charakter udavaji krajinné
prvky jako pluziny, Uvozové cesty, terasy, kamenné zidky aj., pficemz dllezitou roli
hraje téZz konfigurace téchto prvk( v krajiné (Ewald, 2001). Vorel et al. (2003) dale
uvadi, Ze hodnotu lze spatfit i ve tvaru a umisténi lidskych sidel nebo

v architektonické podobé jednotlivych staveb.

Co se tyée harmonického méritka krajiny, je daleZité si uvédomit, Ze velmi Uzce
souvisi s harmonickym vztahem mezi ¢innosti ¢lovéka a jeho prostfedim. Z hlediska
fyzickych vlastnosti krajiny se jedna o soulad métitka celku a méfitka jednotlivych
prvkd (Vorel et al., 2003). Michal (2000) vSak upozoriuje, Zze pro praktické vyuziti

vyzaduje pojem ,harmonie” konkretizaci svého vyznamu.

Vysledkem objektivniho pfistupu k estetické hodnoté krajiny je estetickd norma
(Sklenicka, 2003). V této souvislosti je potifeba dodat, Ze nejen krajina, ale i lidska
spole¢nost je dynamicky systém, proto je tfeba mit na paméti, Zze budouci generace
budou mit pravdépodobné jiné estetické preference (Jessel, 2006). V souladu
s dynamikou norem je nutné zajistovat jejich aktualizaci a udrzbu, nebo v pfipadé

poznané vnitini rozpornosti provést jejich poruseni a postupné zmény (Michal,
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2000). Zménam v estetickych preferencich krajiny se vénoval napf. Palmer (2004),
ktery ve své studii provéril, Ze soucasné preference respondentl a preference

respondent( pred dvaceti lety se vyznamné nelisi.

Objektivni pfistup je zakladem pro expertni hodnoceni estetické kvality krajiny,

viz kap. 3.4.1.

3.3.2 Subjektivni ptistup

Subjektivni pFistup poklada estetickou kvalitu krajiny vyhradné za lidsky , produkt”,
jenz je zaloZzeny na interpretaci toho, co vnimame (Lothian, 1999). Zavisi
na pozorovateli samém, jaky pocit pfi pohledu na krajinu proziva, pfip. jakymi
dalSimi myslenkami a asociacemi si tento vjem spojuje. Nasledkem rozdilného
vnimani krajiny vznikaji pfirozené i rozdily vtom, jaké kvality v krajinné scenérii
navstévnici preferuji (Vorel, 2006). Vnéjsi znaky krajiny jsou povazovany za podnéty,
které vyvoldvaji relevantni psychologickou odezvu v podobé pfimého smyslového
vnimani a/ nebo plynouci z poznani (napf. Citelnost, tajemnost, rozhled-ukryt)
(Kaplan and Kaplan, 1982; Daniel, 2001). Interpretace krajiny je pak ovlivnéna
vzpominkami, asociacemi, predstavami a koneckoncl i kazdym symbolem, ktery

v nas krajina evokuje (Lothian, 1999).

Vlastnosti pozorovatele, které podminuji zplsob vnimani krajiny, jsou dany
individualitou kazdé lidské bytosti (Vorel, 2006). Michal (2000) upozornuje,
Ze estetické hodnoty krajiny dokazi vnimat pouze ti pozorovatelé, ktefi je dokazi
z krajiny ,vyCist”, pricemz ,Citelnost” krajiny a jejich hodnot povazuje za obecnou
atrvale pritomnou slozku naseho vnimani. Tveit (2009) konstatuje, Ze krajina
je Citelnd tehdy, pokud je pro pozorovatele dobfe srozumitelnd a lehce
zapamatovatelna. Jaké druhy smyslového vnimani, kognitivnich interpretaci a/nebo
emoci/pocitld jsou relevantni pro hodnoceni estetickych kvalit krajiny, stale neni

ustanoveno a zUstava predmétem diskuze (Daniel, 2001).

Valenta (2008) ve své praci poukazuje na Ctyfi vlastnosti, resp. dispozice

pozorovateld, jeZz maji vliv na hodnoceni estetiky krajiny. Mezi tyto dispozice patfi
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psychologicky typ ¢lovéka a jeho socidlni role. V této souvislosti povazuje Sklenicka
(2003) za vyznamné psychické (estetické) schopnosti jedince, jako je estetické citéni,
estetickou motivaci, esteticky postoj, vkus, estetické ideje a schopnost k samostatné
estetické tvorbé. Coeterier (1996) i Michal (2000) upozornuji, Ze stejné tak socialni
role, kterou zastava pozorovatel v krajiné, vidy znamend posun hodnoticich kritérii,
a tedy i subjektivnich hodnot, které lidé v krajiné preferuji. Proto stejna krajina
mUze pro jednoho pozorovatele predstavovat prostor pro jeho cinnost (zemédélec,
developer, tézar), pro druhého vylucné esteticky objekt (turista) a pro tfetiho
krajinu domova (resident). Estetické hodnoceni krajiny je vyznamné ovlivnéno
téz tim, jaky mame postoj ke krajiné. Budto krajinu nechdpeme jako samostatny
jev, pakje pro nas pouhou vyslednici véci, sil a vztahl, které se v ni nachazeji,
nebo krajinu uznavame svébytnym fenoménem s vlastnimi zakony,
a pak ji ptiznadvame osobitost (Sadlo, 1994). Dalsi subjektivné vnimanou hodnotou
je tzv. Genius loci. Tento pojem, ktery je dnes v souvislosti s krajinou ¢asto uzivan,
Ize prelozit jako , duch mista“. Cilek (2002) uvadi, Ze Genius loci je dan specifickou
atmosférou daného mista nebo oblasti, pficemz tato atmosféra byva vnimdana
subjektivné. Duch mista je pocitovan zcela zietelné nejen v okolni krajiné, ale i v nas
samotnych (Valenta, 2008). Posledni dispozici, kterou Valenta (2008) uvadi,
je esteticka imaginace. Imaginaci neboli prfedstavivost |ze popsat jako schopnost

vyvolavat ve své mysli urcité obrazy, symboly a jiné fantazie.

Nékteré z dispozic pozorovatelll uvedenych v predeslém odstavci Ize pti védeckych
vyzkumech jen obtiZzné sledovat, pokud vibec. Presto existuje nékolik studii, které
se vztahem mezi vlastnostmi jednotlived (resp. jejich demografickymi
charakteristikami)  avizudlnimi  preferencemi  krajiny, odborné zabyvaji

(viz kap. 3.4.2).

Subjektivni ptistup je zakladem pro vefejné hodnoceni krajiny, blize viz kap. 3.4.2.
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3.4 Hodnoceni estetickych resp. vizualnich kvalit krajiny

Cilem hodnoceni estetiky krajiny byva odpovédét na otdzku, které estetické

(vizudlni) kvality jsou lepsi neZli jiné (Daniel, 2001).

Valenta (2008) rozdéluje hodnoceni estetiky krajiny do dvou skupin,
a sice na pfistup celostni (smyslovy), ,vevazujici“ Clovéka do krajiny, a pfistup
kognitivisticky (racionalni, védecky, distancovany), ovlivnény predbéznymi
kulturnimi ¢i osobné zkuSenostnimi kritérii selekce krajinnych prvk(. V celostnim
pfistupu, ktery je zaloZen na pfimém kontaktu s krajinou, neni krajina vnimana
apriori jako objekt urceny k estetickému hodnoceni, ale volné na pozorovatele
plUsobi (Valenta, 2008). Estetickd hodnota krajiny se projevuje ve smyslovych
vjemech pozorovatele, ktery vnima tvar jednotlivych prvkil, jejich usporadani,
barevnost, texturu, vnima vuni, Selest, citi vlhkost, chlad, vanek (Vorel, 2006).
Vysledky tohoto intuitivniho hodnoceni nejsou podepfeny racionalni analyzou,
neopira se o mysleni v pojmech vyjadfovanych slovy a vede ke generalizovanému
estetickému soudu ,to se mi libi — nelibi“ (Michal, 2000). Naopak kognitivisticky
pfistup uvazuje krajinu jako obraz ¢i scénu, v niz hledame kvality pfedem clovékem

definované a ocekavané (Valenta, 2008).

Systematické hodnoceni estetickych kvalit krajiny vzniklo a vyvijelo se predevsim
v druhé poloviné 20. stoleti a rozliSuje dva rozdilné zpUsoby: expertni hodnoceni
(expert-based assessment) a vefejné hodnoceni’ (perception-based assessment)
(Lothian, 1999). Zatimco expertni hodnoceni estetickych kvalit krajiny, v Ceské
republice znamé jako preventivni, resp. kauzalni hodnoceni krajinného razu (Vorel
et al,, 2003), ma své praktické vyuziti prevdiné v ochrané ptirody a krajiny,
hodnoceni zaloZzené na vizudlnich preferencich vefejnosti byva spiSe pfedmétem

védeckych vyzkum( (Daniel, 2001).

2 ;v , v . / v .
Doslovny cesky preklad ,perception-based assessment”, tedy ,hodnoceni zaloZené

na vnimani (krajiny)“, dle mého nazoru nevystihuje podstatu tohoto pfristupu. V dizertacni praci

je pouzit termin ,verejné hodnoceni”.
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Existuje obecny predpoklad, Ze expertni hodnoceni je vsouladu shodnocenim
vefejnosti (Clay and Smidt, 2004). Avsak napf. Rogge et al. (2007) prokazali rozdilné
preference zemédélské krajiny nejen mezi experty a zemédélci, ale i mezi experty
a obyvateli krajiny. ZkuSenosti ukazuji, Ze rozdily mezi expertnim a verejnym
hodnocenim mohou zpUsobit problémové situace (De la Fuente de Val et al., 2006).
Ztoho dlvodu je podporovdana kombinace expertniho a verejného hodnoceni
(Daniel, 2001; Arriaza et al., 2004), tzn. expertni hodnoceni vychazejici z preferenci
verejnosti. Napf. Stephenson (2008) ve své praci ovéfila, Ze zapojeni mistnich skupin
pomoci verejného hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny mlze expertim vyznamné
pomoci porozumét pfirodnim a kulturnim hodnotam dané lokality. Na tomto misté
je daleZité upozornit, Ze vyznam verejného hodnoceni nesmi byt preceriovan, nebot
otevienou otdzkou zlstdva, co je jeho vysledkem. Pfredpokladem je, Ze krajina, ktera
vytvofi kombinaci vjemu, interpretaci (a)nebo pocitQ, jez pozorovatelé-respondenti
rovnhomérné posoudi jako vysokou estetickou kvalitu, krajinou s vysokou estetickou
hodnotou opravdu je (Daniel, 2001). Avsak jiz Sokrates spojoval krasu s moralkou
(Lothian, 1999). A tak, pokud lidska spolecnost za esteticky kvalitni oznadi
ekologicky stabilni a zdravou krajinu, znamena to, Ze i jeji moralka je stabilni
azdrava. Pokud vSak spoleCnost za esteticky kvalitni povazuje krajinu,
ktera je ekologicky vysoce nestabilni, nebo nerespektuje kulturné-historické
hodnoty dané krajiny, lze tuto skute¢nost vnimat jako signal Spatné moralky
spolec¢nosti (Daniel, 2001). V uvedeném pfipadé je vyznam verejného hodnoceni
posunut k predikci patologickych preferenci ve spolecnosti, tedy stavu, kdy by méla

byt zjedndna naprava.

3.4.1 Expertni hodnoceni

Expertni hodnoceni je zaloZzeno na objektivnim pfistupu k estetickym kvalitdm
krajiny a jeho predmétem je definovat vizualni hodnoty krajinné scény. Daniel
(2001) uvadi, ze v expertnim hodnoceni jsou prvky krajinné scény charakterizovany
parametry, které popisuji jejich typ, tvar, linedrnost, strukturu, barvu aj. Tyto prvky

jsou dale spojovany svlastnostmi jako rozmanitost, harmonie, jedinecnost,

12



zfetelnost. Metody zaznamendvani vizudlnich kvalit krajiny jsou zaloZeny jednak
na popisu krajinnych prvkd, tedy rlznych typl krajinného pokryvu a prvk( struktury
v krajinném prostoru, a jednak na charakteristikdch krajiny, které spocivaji
v typickém usporadani prvkd v krajinné scéné, jejich tvary a proporcemi (Jessel,
2006; Vorel et al., 2003). Cilem analyzy krajinné scény je nalezeni vyraznych
bodovych, liniovych a plosnych prvk( a pochopeni jejich struktur (vzdjemnych
funkénich, prostorovych a jinych, napfr. ekologickych nebo socialnich vazeb), pricemz
je treba si vSimat téZ morfologie terénu, vegetacniho krytu a civilizacnich prvka,
souvisejicich s osidlenim a hospodarskym vyuzitim krajiny (Vorel, 2006).
Dalsi vlastnosti krajiny, kterou Vorel (2006) v estetickém hodnoceni povazuje
za vyznamnou, je jeji prostorova skladba, nebot vysledné hodnoceni estetické
kvality krajiny muize byt ovlivnéno vztahem hloubky prostoru k vySce hmot terénu
nebo prostord, nebo méritkem prostoru, vztazeném k méritku clovéka. Stejné
tak Tveit (2009) povazuje za jeden zklicovych faktor( formujicich krajinny raz
vizualni méfitko otevrienosti krajinné scenérie. Ewald (2001) uvadi, Ze krajina
je krasna predevsim ze vzdalenych pohled(. Vyznamnou roli pfisuzuje Vorel (2006)
téZz ucinku dominantniho prvku, pricemz jako ptiklady uvadi neobvykly terénni
utvar, jezero, siluetu hradu nebo mésta, aleitypicky zplsob obhospodarovani
krajiny. Jessel (2006) upozornuje, Ze celkovy raz krajiny nelze pomoci jednotlivych

indikator( definovat, popsat lze pouze verbalné.

Mezi obsahové atributy krajiny, které lze povaZovat za znaky estetické hodnoty
krajiny, patfi neobvyklost, cennost a zachovalost prirodni nebo pfirodé blizké
scenérie, pocit zdravé harmonické a obyvatelné krajiny, vyraznost, prevaha
»prirodnich slozek”, krdsa a ucelnost hospodarskych uprav krajiny (Vorel, 2006),
specifické tvary, rozmanitost, kontrasty, asymetrie a specifické zbarveni krajinnych

prvk(d a dalkové prihledy do krajiny (tvar a vzdalenost horizontu) (Valenta, 2008).

V rdmci Ceské republiky je expertni hodnoceni estetiky krajiny provadéno formou
hodnoceni krajinného razu. Pojem krajinny raz je definovan v zakoné ¢. 114/1992
Sb., o ochrané pfrirody a krajiny, v platném znéni (§12, odst. 1) takto: ,Krajinny raz,

kterym je zejména pfirodni, kulturni a historickd charakteristika mista ¢i oblasti,
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je chranén pred cinnosti sniZujici jeho estetickou a pfirodni hodnotu. Zasahy
do krajinného razu, zejména umistovani a povolovani staveb, mohou byt provadény
pouze s ohledem na zachovani vyznamnych krajinnych prvkd, zvlasté chranénych
uzemi, kulturnich dominant krajiny, harmonické méftitko a vztahy v krajiné”. Obecné
pravni predpis, kterym by Ministerstvo Zivotniho prostfedi stanovilo postup
a nalezitosti hodnoceni krajinného razu, dosud nebyl vydan. DUsledkem je existence
nékolika metodickych postup(i hodnoceni krajinného razu. Za obecné doporucované
a v praxi bézné uZivané lze povaZovat metodiky, které napsali Low and Michal
(2003), Vorel et al. (2004) a Bukacek (2006). Vsechny tfi metodiky stanovuji
dva hlavni cile a s nimi spojené formy hodnoceni krajinného razu. Prvnim cilem
je posouzeni vlivu navrhované stavby, ¢innosti nebo zmény vyuziti Uzemi na krajinny
réz (tzv. kauzdlni hodnoceni krajinného rdzu), druhym pak vznik krajinarsko-
analytického dokumentu s ndvrhovou c¢asti vénovanou odstupriované ochrané
krajinného razu, jehoz ukolem je zejména pomoc mistnim spravam ucinit vhodna
rozhodnuti s ohledem na zachovani, resp. posileni hodnoty krajinného razu

(tzv. preventivni hodnoceni krajinného razu).

Expertni hodnoceni estetickych kvalit krajiny s sebou nese nékolik vyhod a nevyhod.
Za velkou vyhodu expertniho hodnoceni povaZzuje Lothian (1999) jeho prakti¢nost,
nebot ve srovnani s hodnocenim verejnym je ¢asové a finanéné nepomérné méné
naroc¢né. Dalsi vyhodou je pak vétsi flexibilita s ohledem na okolnosti pozorovani.
Vorel (2006) upozoriiuje, Ze pravé okolnosti pozorovani (napf. trasa pozorovani,
zorny Uhel, denni doba, ro¢ni obdobi aj.) mohou byt v estetickém hodnoceni krajiny
vyznamnou proménnou. Taktéz Palmer and Lankhorst (1998) zdlraziuji, Ze zmény
krajiny v prabéhu roc¢nich obdobi maji na estetické hodnoceni vyznamny vliv.
Za nedostatek expertniho hodnoceni Daniel (2001) oznacuje nizké rozmezi
hodnocenych urovni, nebot vysledkem expertniho hodnoceni byva rozdéleni krajiny
na tfi oblasti srliznou estetickou kvalitou (nizkd, stfedni a vysokd), pfi¢emz
podstatnd ¢dst krajiny je hodnocena jako krajina se stfedni neboli primérnou
estetickou kvalitou. Daniel (2001) dale uvadi, Ze v dusledku zavislosti expertnich

hodnoceni na odbornych znalostech konkrétni osoby, se vysledna hodnoceni mezi
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jednotlivymi odborniky vyznamné lisi a neni zajiSténa dostatecnad reliabilita. Stejné
tak Arriaza et al. (2004) upozornuji, ze expertni hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit krajiny
s sebou nese vysokou miru subjektivity. Nutno podotknout, Ze existuji studie, které
prokadzaly vysokou konzistentnost mezi jednotlivymi expertnimi posudky
(napf. Palmer and Lankhorst, 1998; Clay and Daniel, 2000; Clay and Smidt, 2004).
Ani proslulost autora vSak nepfinasi vyhodu, pokud je podstata hodnotici metody
Spatna. Predpoklady estetickych hodnot mohou paradoxné zplsobit jeho
subjektivitu (Lothian, 1999), nebot dukladné zakorenéné estetické hodnoty mohou

mit pro rGizné jedince ¢i skupiny jedincl rGzny vyznam (Jessel, 2006).

3.4.2 Veftejné hodnoceni

Verejné hodnoceni estetickych kvalit krajiny je zaloZeno na subjektivnim pfistupu
k estetickym kvalitam krajiny. Zaméruje se na jedince jakozto na vnimajici subjekty
s jejich pocity, potfebami a predstavami (Jessel, 2006) a zahrnuje tak vsechny
aspekty vztahu clovéka a krajiny. Lothian (1999) uvadi, Ze verejné hodnoceni
kombinuje psychofyzické postupy, vizudlni podnéty krajiny a statistické analyzy.
Aplikace verejného hodnoceni estetickych kvalit krajiny na Gzemni celky, nebo
dokonce na Uzemi celého naroda, Lothian (1999) povaZuje za zpUsob, jak ustanovit

estetickou kvalitu krajiny, kterou Ize méfit, fidit a predpovidat.

Hodnotiteli krajiny jsou ndhodné, resp. cilené vybrani respondenti z fad odborné
i laické verejnosti. Mezi zakladni otdzky vyzkumU zabyvajicich se verejnym
hodnocenim patfi dotaz na preference spojené s krasou scenérie (,,scenic beauty”)
(napf. De Val et al. 2003; Clay and Smidt, 2004; Dramstad, 2005), pfipadné
na preference mezi jednotlivymi scenériemi krajiny (napf. Arriaza, 2004; Van den
Berg and Koole, 2006). Dale mohou byt respondenti pozadani o pfisouzeni rliznych
vlastnosti (atributl) krajinnym scenériim (napf. Rogge et al., 2007). Ke zjisténi

preferenci byva &asto pouZivan dotaznik s tzv. Likertovou hodnotici $kalou®. Tuto

3 . vz vz vy , .o . o 1. ys et v v s v
Likertova skala = skala na méreni postojli a nazor( lidi (jsou ptredlozena tvrzeni ¢i vyroky,

které zkoumana osoba oznaci vybérem z nékolikastupriové miry souhlasu nebo nesouhlasu)
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Skalu, kterd umoziuje s ordindlni hodnotou pracovat jako s intervalem (Disman,
1993), Ize pouiZit, pokud je respondentim poskytnuto minimalné pét, optimalné
vSak sedm kategorii (pouZito napt. Palmer and Lankhorst, 1998; Arriaza et al., 2004;
Van den Berg and Koole, 2006). Dal$i moznosti, jak identifikovat vizualni preference,
je vyuziti otevienych ¢i strukturovanych interview (napt. Coeterier, 1996) nebo
klasifikace fotografii krajiny dle urcitych kritérii (,,photo-based sorting procedure®)
(napf. Fyhri et al., 2009). Respondenti mohou krajinu hodnotit pfimo v terénu,
nicméné z davod( efektivity byva krajinna scenérie nahrazovana fotografii (pouZito
napf. Clay and Smidt, 2004; De Val et al., 2003; Tveit, 2009) a prezentovana
v tisténé podobé (Arriaza et al., 2004), pfipadné s vyuzitim projektoru (Bulut and
Yilmaz, 2009). Coeterier (1996) doporucuje pouziti panoramatické fotografie
(pouzito napf. Rogge et al., 2007), nebot tyto poskytuji lepsi pohled na krajinu jako
celek. Mnoho studii vSak vyuzilo béznych fotografii (napf. Clay and Daniel, 2001
nebo Sklenicka and Molndrovd, 2010). Vysokd validita hodnoceni estetické,
resp. vizualni kvality krajiny v terénu a na fotografiich vyplyva z mnoistvi studii
(napr. Stewart et al., 1984; Stamps, 1990; Palmer and Hoffman, 2001). Vyuzit
Ize i novych technologii, jako je pocitacova vizualizace krajiny (napf. Ode et al.,
2009). Manipulativni experimenty s vizualizacemi krajiny usnadnuji interpretaci
vysledkd, nebot kromé sledovanych jevi udrzuji konstantni vlastnosti okoli. Naopak
nevyhodou vizualizaci je fakt, Ze nezobrazuji krajinu se vSemi jejimi aspekty,
ale pouze tzv. ,hypotetickou krajinu“ (Ode et al., 2009). S vyuzitim statistickych
analyz jsou odhaleny matematické vztahy mezi komponenty krajiny a vizualnimi
preferencemi pozorovatel(l (Arriaza et al., 2003). Vysledkem je identifikace prvkd,
resp. vlastnosti krajiny, jeZ jsou vefejnosti povazovany za vizualné kvalitni (Daniel,

2001).

Studii zabyvajicich se vefejnym hodnocenim vizualnich kvalit krajiny bylo zejména
v poslednich dekadach publikovdno mnoho. Cile, studované lokality, charakteristiky
respondentll, ale i metody samotného hodnoceni jsou rdznorodé. Na ponékud
obecnéjsi Urovni se vizualnim preferencim vénovali napf. Angileri and Toccolini

(1993). Na zakladé verejného hodnoceni rozdélili krajinu na ,krajinu chudou”,
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vyskytujici se v suburbiich, kde se nachazi neusporadand zmét rlznych vyuZiti
krajiny; dale ,krajinu neutralni“, tvorenou intenzivné obhospodafovanou rovinou
s malo vyraznou krajinnou strukturou; ,krajinu dobrou”, jez je de facto totozna
s neutrdlni, pficemzZ jsou vni zastoupeny charakteristické prvky jako brehové
porosty Ci jind rozptylenad zelen; ,krajinu velmi dobrou” s vy$sim zastoupenim
a kontrastem zastoupené zelené; a ,krajinu excelentni”, ktera je zdravou krajinou
se zvinénym povrchem. Podobné i Coeterier (1996) prokazal, Ze vyuziti krajiny
("use") je jednim z klicovych faktor(, ktery urcuje vizudlni preference jejich
obyvatel. Dalsi studie pak prokazaly zvySené vizudlni preference pro nékteré
krajinné prvky, zejména pro vodu (Arriaza and al., 2004; Dramstad et al., 2006; Bulut
and Yilmaz 2009), vegetacni pokryv (Angileri and Toccolini 1993; Arriaza et al.,
2004), pritomnost dobfe udrzovanych lidskych obydli (Clay and Smidt, 2004; Bulut
and Yilmaz, 2008), pritomnost hor (Arriaza et al., 2004), skal (Bulut and Yilmaz,
2008) a luk ¢i kvétin (Clay and Daniel, 2000). Pfitomnost antropogennich prvki
v krajiné, jako jsou napf. silnice (Clay and Daniel, 2000), elektrické draty (Paskova
and Zelenka, 2008) nebo prlmysl (Arriaza et al., 2004), preference respondent
snizuje.

Kromé krajinnych prvkd mohou byt vizudlni preference vyznamné ovlivnény
i uréitymi vlastnostmi (atributy) krajiny jako je otevfenost (,openness”) (Strumse,
1994; Rogge et al.,, 2007), jednotnost (,unity“) (Coeterier, 1996), rozmanitost
(,diversity“) (De la Fuente de Val et al., 2006), riznorodost (,variety”) (Clay and
Smidt, 2004), pfirozenost (,naturalness”) (Palmer, 2004; Ode et al.,, 2009),
zfetelnost (,,vividness”) (Clay and Smidt, 2004), divokost (,wilderness”) (Arriaza
et al., 2004, Van den Berg and Koole, 2006) nebo typicnost (,typicality”) (Hagerhall,
2001). Clay et Smidt (2004) upozoriuji, Ze mezi atributy krajiny existuji vzajemné
vztahy (napf. zfetelnost je korelovana s rliznorodosti), takze ne vSechny poskytuji

unikatni nezavislou informaci o vizualni kvalité.

Dale bylo védecky prokazdno, ze vizudlni preference vyznamné ovliviiuje krajinna
struktura, resp. jeji kompozice a konfigurace (Palmer, 2004). Vyhodou je,

Ze kompozici i konfiguraci krajinné struktury lze vyjadrit exaktné méritelnymi indexy

17



(,landscape pattern indices”), coz znamena3, Ze s jejich vyuzitim Ize vizualni kvalitu
krajinné struktury objektivizovat. Studiu index( krajinné struktury a jejich
schopnosti predikovat vizualni preference se vénovalo hned nékolik autor(. Palmer
(2004) prokazal, Ze ukazatelé kompozice krajinné struktury jsou s vizudlni kvalitou
krajiny spojeny tésnéji, nez ukazatelé konfigurace krajinné struktury. Prokazatelny
pozitivni vliv na vizualni preference potvrdil Palmer (2004) u ukazatell kompozice
krajinné struktury, jako je relativni zastoupeni krajiny zemédélské a souvisejici volné
krajiny a relativni zastoupeni krajiny mokfadni a vodni. Naopak relativni zastoupeni
krajiny méstské a krajiny odpadni (,,waste area”, krajina se sklddkami a piseCnymi
doly) prokdzalo v Palmerové studii negativni ovlivnéni vizudlnich preferenci.
Z ukazatell konfigurace krajinné struktury byl v Palmeroveé studii prokazan pozitivni
vliv hustoty okraja (,edge density”). V souvislosti sindexy krajinné struktury
Dramstad et al. (2006) prokazali pozitivni vliv u poctu krajinného typu (,number
of landscape type“), poctu plosek (,number of patches”) a rlznorodosti krajinného
typu (,land type diversity”). DalSimi, kdo se tomuto tématu vénovali, byli
De la Fuente de Val et al. (2006), kteti jednotlivé indexy vztahli k jedenacti vizualnim
atributlm krajiny. Vysledky jejich studie naznacuji, Ze dllezitym faktorem majicim

vliv na vizudlni preference je rliznorodost (,heterogeneity”) krajiny.

Vysledky preferencnich studii ukazuji, Ze pro vizudlni preference hraje dulezitou roli
i celkovy kontext vyzkumu. Gobster et al. (2007) uvadéji, Ze tento kontext zahrnuje
jak efekt rtGznych typl hodnocenych krajin (napf. divoka, zemédélska, kulturni nebo

metropolitni krajina), tak efekt rliznych vlastnosti respondentd.

Bulut and Yilmaz (2008) odhalili vliv krajinnych prvk( a atributd na preference
respondentl v rdznych krajinnych typech a jejich vysledky ukazuji, Ze napfr. stupen
textury (,texture level”) je vyznamny v pfirodnich krajindach, zatimco zelen
ma vyznam v krajinach s geologickymi Utvary. Na skutecnost, Ze priorita vizudlnich
kvalit krajiny se mGze ménit pro rGzné krajinné typy, upozornil jiz Coeterier (1996).
Oproti tomu Bulut and Yilmaz (2009) ve své studii zamérené na vodni krajiny dospéli
k zavéru, Ze ve vSech typech vodni krajiny (celkem 6 krajinnych typa) byly

preference nejvice spjaty s parametrem zietelnosti (,vividness”) a fantasti¢nosti
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(,fascinaty”). Paskova and Zelenka (2008) dospéli k zavér(im, Ze vizualni preference,

ale i ve vyznamnost hodnoticich kritérii, se pro rtizné lokality lisi.

Mezi dalsi ukazatele majici vliv na preference vizualnich kvalit krajiny patfi rGzné
vlastnosti, resp. demografické charakteristiky respondentt. Dle vysledk(i Van den
Berg and Koole (2006) preferuji zemédélci, stafi lidé, lidé s nizkymi pfijmy a lidé
s nizkym stupném vzdélani upravené krajiny, a naopak mladi lidé, lidé s vysokymi
prijmy a s vysokym stupném vzdélani a lidé podporujici zelenou politiku relativné
vysoce preferuji krajinu divokou. K podobnym zavérim dospéli i Sklenicka
and Molnarova (2010), ktefi konstatuji, Ze upravované pastviny a neplvodni
upravované jehli¢naté lesy preferuji starsi lidé s nizkou Urovni vzdélani, s nizkymi

ees

prijmy, Zijici ve studijni lokalité, zatimco divoké listnaté lesy preferuji mladsi lidé
s vySSim vzdélanim, svysSimi pfijmy, Zijici mimo studijni lokalitu. Vliv drovné
vzdélani na preference potvrzuji ve své studii i Angileri and Toccolini (1993).
Van den Berg and Koole (2006) doddvaji, Ze vzhledem ke skutecnosti, Ze vyska
pfijmu ¢asto souvisi se stupném vzdélani, nemusi mit stupen vzdélani na vysledné
preference vyznamny vliv. Dramsdat et al. (2006) a Tveit (2009) za klicovy faktor
ovliviujici preference respondentll oznacili profesni, resp. studijni zaméreni
respondentl. Dalsi ze sledovanych charakteristik je misto bydlisté, které muze,
ale nemusi preference verejnosti ovlivnit (Van den Berg and Koole, 2006; Tveit,
2009). Vyznamny vliv miZe mit i ucel navstévy krajiny (Van den Berg and Koole,
2006). Van den Berg and Koole (2006) dale uvadéji, ze faktory pohlavi, nabozenstvi,
jiné zaméstnani nez vzemédélstvi, jiné politické preference nez zelené, nemaji
zasadni vliv na vizudlni preference spolecnosti. Oproti tomu v jinych studiich byl vliv
pohlavi (Paskovd and Zelenka, 2008; Ode et al., 2009) a zaméstnani (povolani)
(Svobodova et al., 2012) prokazan. Dullezitym faktorem je vztah ke krajing,
napr. Rogge et al. (2007) prokazali, Ze zemédélci, obyvatelé krajiny a experti maji
razné vizudlni preference. Rogge et al. (2007) dale upozornuji, Ze respondenti
s rozdilnym vztahem ke krajiné maji nejen rtzné vizudlni preference, ale pfi jejich
hodnoceni pouZivaji i rlzna kritéria. Dllezity zavér ucinil Strumse (1996), ktery

konstatoval, Ze vizualni preference krajiny jsou ve vétsi mife ovliviiovany vzhledem
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krajiny, tedy zastoupenim krajinnych prvkl a vlastnostmi  krajiny,
nez charakteristikami respondentl. Ke stejnému zavéru dospéli téZz Ode et al.

(2009).

V souvislosti s demografickymi charakteristikami muaze byt vyzkum vizualnich
preferenci krajiny ovlivnén vybérem vzorku respondentll. Dle metodologie
sociologického vyzkumu je idedlni ndhodny vybér (Disman, 1993), pficemz plati,
Ze pouze dostatecné mnozstvi respondentl zajisti kvalitni vysledky vyzkumu.
Nahodny vybér i vysoky pocet respondentl jsou parametry, které jsou v praxi ¢asto
obtizné dosazZitelné. Mnoho autord preferencnich studii vyuZilo ke svému vyzkumu
skupinu, kterou Ize nejjednoduseji oslovit, a sice studenty (napf. Arriaza et al., 2004;
Bulut and Yilmaz, 2009; Clay and Smidt, 2004). V této souvislosti je nutné uvést
zavéry Dramsdat et al. (2006) a Tveit (2009), ktefi zdGrazhuji, ze preference
ekologicky zamérenych studentli neodpovidaji preferencim Siroké verejnosti.
Na rozdilné preference studentl vs. obyvatel krajiny upozoriiuje i Coeterier (1996).
Mezi dalsi skupiny respondentd, na které se autofi preferencnich studii zaméfili,
patfi residenti (Coeterier, 1996; Palmer, 2004; Van den Berg and Koole, 2006;
Svobodova et al., 2012), zemédélci (Angileri and Toccolini, 1993), turisté (Fyhri et
al., 2009; Ribeiro et al., 2013), lovci (Ribeiro et al., 2013) nebo experti na hodnoceni
vizualnich  kvalit krajiny (Clay and Smidt, 2004). Pocet respondentl
se v preferencnich studiich pohybuje od desitek (n = 35; Angileri and Toccolini,
1993) do nékolika set (n = 500, Van den Berg and Koole), nicméné obvykle
je dosahovano poctu okolo 100 respondentl (De la Fuente de Val et al., 2006;
Rogge et al.,, 2007; Bulut and Yilmaz, 2009). Vysokého poctu respondenti
Ize dosahnout s vyuZitim internetového dotazniku (n = 703, Ode et al., 2009;
n = 1050, Svobodova et al., 2012). V souvislosti s poétem respondentli Coeterier
(1996) uvadi, ze pouhych Sest az sedm respondentl dokdZe specifikovat vizualni
kvalitu krajiny. Nutno dodat, Ze Coeterier (1996) provadél svlj vyzkum formou

otevieného interview.

Velmi dullezity vliv na vizudlni preference mohou mit i pridruzené informace

vyzkumu. Napf. Van den Berg and Koole (2006) zjistili, Ze stejné scenérie krajiny
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vykazuji rozdilné preference v pripadech, kdy je respondentlim sdéleno, Ze se jedna
o pldan na zménu vyuziti Gzemi v okoli jejich bydlisté oproti pripadim,

kdy je respondentlim sdéleno, Ze se jedna o krajinu stavajici.

Zavérem je nutné zminit vyhody a nevyhody verejnych hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit
krajiny. Nespornou vyhodou, v porovnani s expertnim hodnocenim, je skute¢nost,
Ze i pfi relativné nizkém poctu respondent( vykazuje toto hodnoceni vysokou miru
reliability (Daniel, 2001). Dalsi pozitivum pak predstavuje moznost rozdélit vizualni
kvalitu krajiny do vyssiho poctu kategorii, ¢imZ se vyrazné zvySuje presnost této
klasifikace (Tveit, 2009). To, na kolik kategorii bude vizudlni kvalita krajiny
rozdélena, stanovuje rozsahem hodnotici $kaly nebo jejim naslednym zpracovanim
sam vyzkumnik. Naopak mezi problematické aspekty verejného hodnoceni patfi
vy$si financni, ¢asova a organizacni narocnost (Lothian, 1999). Lothian (1999) dale
upozoriuje, Ze ackoliv verejné hodnoceni estetickych kvalit krajiny prinasi objektivni
vysledky, urcité zkresleni mlze prinést sestaveni a vyhodnoceni dotazniku. Jistym
rizikem je i zkresleni vysledkl hodnoceni diky specifickym charakteristikdm

respondenta.

3.5 Konsensus ve vefejném hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit krajiny

Estetika krajiny a jeji hodnoceni je ¢asto kritizovana pro vysokou miru subjektivity
(Daniel, 2001; Kupka et al., 2010). Jednou z moznosti, jak proti této kritice
argumentovat, je prokdzani obecného konsensu v hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit
krajiny. Tento konsensus nastava, kdyz vétsina hodnotitel(l preferuje stejné krajiny
velmi podobné (Purcell and Lamb, 1984). Zatimco studii zabyvajicich se vizualnimi
preferencemi bylo v poslednich desetiletich uskute¢néno mnoho (viz kap. 3.4.2),
poznatky o tom, jaké faktory formuji konsensus ve vefejném hodnoceni vizualnich

kvalit krajiny, jsou pouze omezené (Kalivoda et al., 2014).

Prokazani konsensu v hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny je zakladni podminkou
pro aplikaci vysledk(l preferencnich studii do praxe (Hagerhall, 2001). Pokud

bychom konsensus neprokdazali, pak nezbyva, neZ vizudlni estetické hodnoty
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povaZovat za hodnotu subjektivni a zaroven pripustit, Ze ji nelze chranit ve vefejném
zajmu. Prestoze pfi studiu vizudlnich hodnot krajiny by mél byt obecny konsensus
povazovan za jedno z centralnich témat (Purcell and Lamb, 1984; Stamps and Naser,
1997; Hagerhall, 2001), jeho vyzkum byl zanedban a pouze omezené mnozstvi
autor(i se jim zabyvalo. Z nize uvedené reSerSe vyplyvd, Ze autofi v minulosti
vyjadfovali své ndazory ohledné konsensu, nicméné ve védecké literatufe se ndam
podafilo dohledat pouze tfi relevantni studie zaloZzené na statistickych analyzach:

Dearden (1981), a Purcell and Lamb (1984) a Hagerhall (2001).

Kates (1967) ve své eseji predpokladal vyznamnou shodu na tom, co je osklivé,
zatimco krasu povaZoval za hodnotu prchavou, nepolapitelnou, individudlni
a subjektivni. Sou€asné dosel k zavéru, Ze krasa a osklivost nejsou dvéma extrémy
jedné 3kdly, ale Ze jde o dvé $kdly na sobé nezavislé. Na rozdil od krasy, povazoval
osklivost za cosi objektivniho, definovatelného. Odtud také vyplynul jeho navrh
zjistovat miru osklivosti a ochranu esteticky cennych krajin zaloZit na predchazeni
tomuto negativhimu extrému. Nicméné Dearden (1981) spolu s dalSimi
novodobéjsimi autory nesdileli jeho nazor. Krasu a osklivost povaZovali za opaéné
extrémy jedné Skaly. Jiz Dearden (1981) pomoci preferencni studie, ve které
12 pozorovatell hodnotilo 43 krajin v terénu, prokazal, Ze shoda v hodnoceni roste
spolu s narlstem krasy krajiny. K opacnému zavéru, a sice Ze konsensus neni spojen
ani s krdsnou, ani s osklivou krajinou, dospéli Purcell and Lamb (1984). Ve své studii,
ve které 85 respondentl hodnotilo 180 (resp. 105) krajinnych scenérii, konstatovali,
Zze vysoky konsensus se objevuje u ziejmych, bezkonfliktnich krajin, ptiéemz jako
konflikt uvadéji napf. golfové hristé nebo zaplevelenou plochu, tedy scenérie,
na které mohou mit respondenti rlizny pohled, v zavislosti na svych znalostech.
Na zdkladé svého vyzkumu formulovali Purcell and Lamb (1984) nékolik obecnych
zavérll o vzniku variability v hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit krajiny: (i) pokud
je konsensus v hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny posuzovdan na zakladé
rozmanitého vzorku krajin, variance se méni spojité od nejmensi k nejvétsi, (ii)
konsensus se neobjevuje pouze u krajin s vysokou nebo nizkou vizudlni kvalitou,

ale u krajin reprezentujicich jednoznacny priklad dané vizudlni kvality, (iii) existuji

22



skupiny respondentl s rozdilnym udhlem pohledu na konkrétni krajinné typy,
(iv) existuji tfi faktory ovliviujici konsensus v hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit krajiny:
méritko krajiny, pfirodni versus ¢lovékem pozménéné prostredi, pfitomnost nebo
absence vody, (v) atributy krajiny spojené s jeji vizudlni kvalitou nejsou posuzovany
raznorodé. V souvislosti s vysledky Purcell and Lamb (1984), Hagerhall (2001) ve své
studii analyzovala tfi faktory, které konsensus v hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit krajiny
mohou ovlivnit: (i) vizualni kvalita krajiny, (ii) krajinny typ a to, do jaké miry tento
typ odpovida svému idealizovanému mentdlnimu obrazu a (iii) variabilita mezi
respondenty. Hagerhall (2001) dospéla k zavéru, Ze ¢im vice krajinna scenérie
odpovida idealizovanému mentdlnimu obrazu daného krajinného typu, tim vétsi
panuje shoda v hodnoceni jejich vizudlnich kvalit. Ohledné demografickych analyz
Hagerhall (2001) s wvyuZitim cluster analyzy prokazala, Ze konsensus vyrazné
neovliviiuji. Nutno dodat, Ze Hagerhall (2001) se ve své studii omezila pouze

na krajinny typ pastvin.
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4 Soubor praci

Dizertacni prace ma charakter souboru praci — védeckych clankd, ktery je doplnén
komentati, diskuzi vysledkd a zavéry. Soubor praci tvofi celkem 5 védeckych

publikaci - 2 literarni reserSe a 3 origindlni studie (viz ptiloha ¢. 1-5):

Clanek I Skfivanovd Z., Kalivoda 0., 2010: Perception and assessment
of landscape aesthetic values in the Czech Republic — a literature
review. Journal of Landscape Studies 3, 211 — 220 (stav: vytiSténo,

autorsky podil 80%).

(@]
N

nek Il Kalivoda 0., Skfivanova Z., 2014: Rural ldentity and Landscape
Aesthetics: Issues to Resolve. Landscape research (stav: pfed revizi,

autorsky podil: 25% ).

(@]
m\

lanek I Skfivanovd Z., Kalivoda O., Sklenicka P., 2014a: Driving Factors
for Visual Landscape Preferences in Protected Landscape Areas.
Scientia Agriculturae Bohemica, 45 (1), 36 — 43 (stav: vytisténo,

autorsky podil: 50%).

(@]
m\

nek IV Kalivoda O., Vojar J., Skfivanova Z., Zahradnik D., 2014: Consensus
in landscape preference judgments: The effects of landscape visual
aesthetic quality and respondents’ characteristics. Journal
of Enviromental Management 137, 36 — 44 (stav: vytisténo, autorsky

podil 30%).

a

QU

nek V Skfivanova Z, Kalivoda 0., Vojar J., Zahradnik D., 2014b: Hodnoceni
vizudlnich kvalit krajiny na pfikladu chranénych krajinnych oblasti.
Kulturni krajina a jeji osobitost - od rozpoznani k ochrané.

(stav: pfijato k vytisténi, autorsky podil: 60%).
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5 Komentar k pracim

Terénni vyzkum i sociologické Setfeni se uskutecnilo ve spolupraci s ostatnimi
feSiteli grantového projektu ,Vliv estetickych hodnot na cestovni ruch na prikladé
vybranych chranénych krajinnych oblasti“ (CIGA grant ¢. 20094209). Nasledné
zpracovani vystupld formou védeckych ¢lanka probihalo s ohledem na témata
dizertacnich praci ostatnich resitelll grantu zejména ve spolupraci s Ing. Ondrejem
Kalivodou, Ph.D. Ve ¢lancich, které jsou soucasti této dizertace, byly vyuzity vystupy
dotaznikového Setfeni, které se zamérovaly na preference volné krajiny, krajiny
venkovskych sidel a demografické udaje. Zatimco Ing. Kalivoda, Ph.D. se ve své
dizertacni praci zaméril na venkovska sidla (Kalivoda, 2014), tato prace se vénuje

zejména volné krajiné (viz obr. 1).

Obr. 1. Ukdzka 12 fotografii volné krajiny, které byly soucdsti sociologického

vyzkumu (Foto: Skrivanovd, 2010).

Odborné clanky, ze kterych vychazi ma dizertacni prace, vznikaly postupné a jsou
logicky provazany. Clanek | ma charakter reder$e a shrnuje poznatky o problematice

hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit krajiny, pficemz pojem krajina je zde pouZivan zejména
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pro volnou krajinu (tzn. krajinu extravildnu). Ve ¢lanku je rozebran historicky vyvoj
vnimani estetické kvality krajiny v ¢eskych zemich, ale i blizsi vymezeni pfristup(
k samotné definici tohoto pojmu. Stézejni kapitoly ¢lanku pojednavaji o metodach
hodnoceni estetickych kvalit krajiny, pricemz nechybi souhrn vysledk( vyzkumi
vénovanych vizudlnim preferencim krajiny. Clanek Il Ize rozdé&lit na dvé &asti.
Zatimco v prvni ¢asti byla problematika hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny rozsifena
na krajinu venkovskych sidel, v druhé ¢&asti jsou shrnuty poznatky o verejném
konsensu v hodnoceni estetické kvality krajiny, pficemz nechybi popis faktord,
které jej mohou ovliviovat. Informace obsazené v prvnich dvou ¢lancich
se vyznamné uplatnily pfi ustanoveni metodiky nasledného vyzkumu. Clanky HI - V
jsou zaloZzeny na vysledcich rozsahlého sociologického Setfeni, jehoz metodika
je v nich popséna, a postupné rozvijeji dosazené vysledky. Clanek Ill se podrobné
vénuje faktortm, které vyznamné ovlivnily vizudlni preference, pricemz se zaméruje
jak na vizudlni kvality hodnocenych krajinnych scenérii, tak na demografické
charakteristiky dotdzanych respondentd. Siroké zastoupeni krajinnych typd nam
umoznilo odhalit pouze zakladni faktory, kterymi se vizualni preference krajiny Fidi.
Omezeni vyzkumu pouze na uréity krajinny typ (napf. metropolitni, zemédélska
Cilesni krajina aj.) by umozZnilo detailnéjsi prozkoumani vizudlnich preferenci
sohledem na pfitomnost urcitych krajinnych prvkd. V souvislosti s dalSim
vyzkumem (studie konsensu v hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajin) vSak bylo Zadouci,
i krajinnych typ@. Clanek IV, ktery Ize povaZovat za stéiejni ¢lanek prace, provéfil
tfi faktory majici potencialni vliv na formovani konsensu v hodnoceni vizualnich
kvalit krajiny, a sice: krajinny typ, vizudlni kvalitu krajiny a demografické
charakteristiky. Syntéza ¢lanku Ill a IV pro krajinny typ ,volnd krajina“ je obsahem
¢lanku V, ktery byl prezentovan na konferenci Aktudlni otazky ochrany krajinného
razu 2014 a byl pfijat k publikovani formou kapitoly v kolektivni monografii. Cilem
¢lanku V je podrobné rozebrat faktory urcujici vizudlni preference krajiny ve vztahu

ke konsensu v hodnoceni respondentd.
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Vyzkum a jeho vysledky jsou poznamendny jistymi omezenimi. Tyto jsou popsany

v nasledujicich odstavcich.

V dasledku postupného zpracovani vyzkumu byla pro ¢lanek Il pouZzita dil¢i data,
a sice data z dotaznik(i sebranych v CHKO Blanik. Konsensus v hodnoceni vizudlnich
kvalit krajiny (¢lanek 1V) a podrobné vysledky preferenci i konsensu pro krajinny typ
,volna krajina” (¢lanek V) byly stanoveny jiz s vyuzitim dat ze vSech ¢tyr sledovanych

CHKO.

PfestoZe metodika vyzkumu byla zaloZzena na rozsahlé resersi a pocet respondent(
prevySoval vétSinu ostatnich studii vizudlnich kvalit krajiny (napt. Coeterier, 1995;
Clay and Smidt 2004; Fyhri et al., 2009), jeji vysledky je nutné interpretovat s urcitou
davkou opatrnosti. Predné je nutné mit na paméti, Ze studijni lokality
reprezentovaly krajiny bez extrémniho poskozeni, coz omezilo pfitomnost vizualné
méné kvalitnich scenérii. DalSim limitem byl vzorek respondentl, ktery tvofili
uzivatelé turistickych tras, tedy skupina, kterd nemusi reprezentovat nazor Siroké
vefejnosti (srovnani demografickych charakteristik s populaci CR viz tab. 4 ¢lanek
IV). Na druhou stranu Fyhri et al. (2009) upozorniuji, Ze znalost vizudlnich preferenci
turistl, jakoZto jedné ze skupin uzivateld krajiny dileZitych pro jeji management,

je v soucasné dobé relativné omezena a je potieba se ji na odborné Urovni vénovat.

Vysledky vychazejici z demografickych charakteristik respondentl nelze vyclenit
pouze pro krajinny typ volna krajina a je nutné mit na paméti, ze byly pocitany pro

celou sadu 24 krajinnych scenérii, tedy véetné 12 scenérii krajiny venkovskych sidel.

Dale je vhodné objasnit, pro¢ jednotlivé krajinné scenérie nebyly klasifikovany
dle zastoupeni krajinnych prvkl tak, jak to ve svych studiich ucinili napt. Bulut and
Yilmaz (2008) nebo Svobodova et al. (2012). Didvodem byla obava z moiné
dezinterpretace vysledku. Krajinné scenérie byly klasifikovany jako celek, v souladu
s holistickym pristupem ke krajiné. Charakter celé krajiny mGze mit jiny vyznam nez
charakter jednotlivych krajinnych prvka (Coeterier, 1996). V souvislosti s timto
tvrzenim Coeterier (1996) krajinu pfirovnava k hodindm, které funguji pouze jako

celek, pficemz Zzadna samostatna soucast neni schopna urcit ¢as.
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5.1 Preference vizualnich kvalit krajiny (Hypotéza 1)

Z vyzkumu vyplynulo, Ze krajiny obsahujici urcité vizudlni kvality jsou respondenty
preferovany vice resp. méné, nez krajiny bez zastoupeni téchto kvalit. Nase vysledky

v s

vysledky predchozich vyzkum( vénovanych vizualnim preferencim krajiny.

Prdmérné hodnoceni fotografii typu ,volnd krajina“ cinilo 1,75, coz ukazuje
na obecné pozitivni pristup respondentl k tomuto krajinnému typu. V souladu
s nasimi predpoklady bylo ovéfeno, Ze existuje nékolik kvalit, které se na vizualnich
preferencich volné krajiny vyrazné podileji. Tyto kvality maji urcitou hierarchii

a vzajemné se dopliuji ¢i dokonce podminuiji.

Jednou z kvalit krajiny, kterda se vyrazné podili na vizudlnich preferencich,
je pfitomnost pfirodni dominanty. Scenérie s pfirodni dominantou v blizkém
pohledu (L4c) ziskala viibec nejlepsi hodnoceni, vy$si nez obé scenérie s kulturné-
historickymi dominantami (L3c, L3d). Vyznamnou roli u¢inku dominantniho prvku,
jako je neobvykly terénni utvar, jezero nebo hrad, pfisuzuje téz Vorel (2006).
Pfirodni dominantu v blizkém pohledu v nasem vyzkumu predstavovala skala,
coz mohlo mit rozhodujici vliv, nebot geologické utvary jsou vyznamnymi nositeli
estetické hodnoty (Bulut and Yilmaz, 2008; Paskovd and Zelenka, 2008).
Je pravdépodobné, Ze prirodni dominanty jiného charakteru by obdrzely nizsi
preference. Tento predpoklad se potvrdil i v nasem vyzkumu, kdy scenérie s pfirodni
dominantou v dalekém pohledu, kde tuto dominantu prezentovala vodni plocha
(L3d), se umistila az na osmém misté z dvandcti (hodnoceno pouze pro typ volnd
krajina). Dasledkem takto nizkych preferenci bylo, Ze kategorie L4 (Krajina s pfirodni
dominantou) se umistila az na druhém misté, za kategorii L3 (Krajina s historicko-
kulturni dominantou). Skutecnost, Ze krajina s vodni plochou obdrZela relativné
nizké hodnoceni (1,54), je v rozporu s vysledky jinych autord. Napf. Bulut and Yilmaz
(2009) uvadéji, ze vodni prvky i jejich okoli jsou nositeli vysoké vizualni kvality

krajiny, ktera deld z vody fascinujici a Uchvatny element. Podobné i Arriaza et al.
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(2004) nebo Dramstad et al. (2006) dospéli k zavérlim, Ze vodni prvky pozitivné
ovliviuji vizudlni preference. Divodem, proc krajina svodni plochou v nasem
vyzkumu obdrZela relativné nizsi preference, mohl byt na jednu stranu daleky
pohled, ve kterém nebyla vodni plocha evidentni, na druhou stranu mohla mit vliv

velkd konkurence vizudlné atraktivnich scenérii oproti ostatnim studiim.

Dalsi klicovou kvalitou, ktera ovliviiuje vizudlni preference respondentd, jsou lidské
projevy v krajiné. Tento zdvér dobie koresponduje se zavéry dalSich autord jako
napf. Van den Berg and Koole (2006) nebo Fyhri et al. (2009). Z naseho vyzkumu

vyplynulo, Ze lidské projevy v krajiné mohou mit negativni i pozitivni dopad.

Nékteri autori preferencnich studii se shoduji, ze lidské projevy (zasahy) v krajiné
snizuji jeji vizualni kvalitu. Jejich vysledky indikuji, Ze mezi atributy, které jsou uzce
spjaty s vysokymi vizudlnimi preferencemi krajiny, patfi pfirozenost (,,naturalness®)
(Palmer, 2004; Ode et al., 2009) a divokost (,wilderness“) (Van den Berg and Koole,
2006; Sklenicka and Molndrova, 2010). V téchto studiich maji lidské zasahy casto
podobu managementovych opatfeni. V souvislosti s tim Ode et al. (2009) uvadéji,
Ze ptirozenost krajiny, tak jak je vnimdna jejimi uZivateli, se muze lisit
od pfirozenosti dané jejim ekologickym stavem. Clay and Smidt (2004) ¢i Bulut and
Yilmaz (2008) upozornuji, Ze ne vzdy jsou prirozené Ci divoké krajiny preferovany.
Tento fakt podporuji i nase vysledky, které ukdzaly, Ze kulturné-historické
dominanty predstavuji velmi pozitivni lidsky projev v krajiné (L3c, L3d, v hodnoceni
obsadily druhé a treti misto). Stejné tak i Coeterier (1996) povazuje kulturné-
historické dominanty za vizualné atraktivni. Ani dalsi scenérie, které dominuje lidsky
projev, a sice krajina s dominantou venkovského sidla v dalekém pohledu (L5d),
nedopadla v nasem vyzkumu Spatné, pficemz obsadila Sesté misto. Podobné i dalsi
autofi ve svych studiich dospéli k zavérim, ze nékteré lidské projevy v krajiné jeji
vizualni kvalitu vyznamné zvySuji. Fyhri et al. (2009) uvadi pfiklad pobreznich
vesnicek, zatimco Arriaza et al. (2004) zminuje scenérie se zastavbou typickou
pro danou oblast. Stejné tak i Paskova and Zelenka (2008) konstatuiji,
Ze antropogeni ovlivnéni krajiny, které dosahuje harmonie s ptirodnimi prvky,

je vnimano relativné pozitivné, pfipadné vysoce pozitivné. V preferencnich studiich
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Bulut and Yilmaz (2008), resp. Bulut and Yilmaz (2009) obdrzela krajina
se zachovalou zastavbou typickou pro danou oblast, oznacend jako méstska krajina
(,urban scenery”), resp. méstskd vodni krajina (,urban waterscape”) dokonce
nejvyssi hodnoceni ze vsech hodnocenych scenérii. K podobnym vysledkim dospéli
i Clay and Smidt (2004), v jejichz studii obdrzela nejvyssi hodnoceni krajina
s pohledem na mésto Shell Beach, kterd v jejich vyzkumu predstavovala scenérii
s nejvétSimi lidskymi projevy. Vysoké preference pro krajiny s patrnymi lidskymi
projevy prokazali ve své studii i Clay and Daniel (2000), ktefi se zaméfili na volnou
krajinu bez staveb. Jejich vysledky za nejlibivéjSi scenérie prokazaly krajinu
s parkovou Upravou, sloukou uprostied a lesem okolo. K podobnym zavérim
dospél i Palmer (2004), ktery za nejlibivéjsi oznacil krajinu s pfirodnim vzhledem
s mozaikou oteviené a lesni krajiny. Nutno dodat, Ze vysledky nasi studie tento
zavér nepotvrzuji, nebot mimo jiné obé lesni krajiny prokazaly vyssi preference,
nez zemédélska krajina s dostateénym zastoupenim zelené, ktera se nejvice blizi

popisu vizualné atraktivni krajiny dle Clay and Daniel (2000) a Palmer (2004).

Naopak negativni vliv na vizudlni preference v nasi studii prokdzaly zejména
venkovska sidla (v blizkém pohledu) a zemédélské krajiny. Nase vysledky dobre
koresponduji se zavéry Palmera (2004), ktery uvadi, Ze méstska krajina (,,urban land
uses”) je krajinnym typem s nizkymi preferencemi respondentll. Podobné i Angileri
and Toccolini (1993) ve své studii krajinu obsahujici venkovska sidla oznacili
za krajinu vizudlné chudou. Ve shodé s nasimi vysledky i dalsi autofi povazuji
zemédélské krajiny za méné preferované (Fyhri et al., 2009) ¢i vizualné neutralni
(Angileri and Toccolini, 1993). Oproti tomu Palmer (2004) dospél k zdvér(m,
Ze zemédélskd a souvisejici volna krajina vykazuje nejvyssi scénickou hodnotu.
Tento vysledek byl pravdépodobné ovlivnén rdznorodymi scenériemi, které Palmer
(2004) do kategorie zemédélské krajiny zaradil, jako napf. pastviny, slatiny ¢i ovocné

sady.

Dostatecné zastoupeni zelené je dalsi kvalitou, kterd vyraznou pozitivné ovliviuje
vizualni preference ve volné krajiné. Prestoze Angileri and Toccolini (1993) a Arriaza

et al. (2004) dospéli ke stejnému zavéru, je potfeba dodat, Ze dllezZitou roli muze
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hrat typ prostredi (Coeterier, 1996). V souvislosti s tim napt. Bulut and Yilmaz (2008)
konstatuji, Ze zatimco v krajiné s geologickym uUtvarem (,,geological structure®)
se se zvySujicim se zastoupenim zelené zvySuji i vizudlni preference, v krajiné
prirodni (,natural landscape”) mnoiZstvi zelené vizualni preference vyznamné
neovliviiuje. Koneckonct i v nasi studii druhé nejvyssi hodnoceni obdrzela krajinna
scenérie s blizkym pohledem na dominantu hradu bez zastoupeni zelené, zatimco
scenérie lesnich krajin zaujaly ¢tvrté a paté misto. Z naseho vyzkumu tak vyplyva,
Ze zasadnéjSim faktorem, neZ dostatecné zastoupeni zelené, je pfitomnost kulturné-
historické dominanty. Stejné tak Arriaza et al. (2004) povazZuji pozitivné hodnocené
lidské projevy v krajiné za jeden z nejzdsadnéjSich faktor pro vizualni preference
vibec. Ode et al. (2009) upozornuji, Ze vztah mezi zastoupenim zelené a vizualnimi
preferencemi nemusi byt linedrni. Palmer (2004) dokonce dospél k zdvér(im,
Zzevztah mezi lesni krajinou (,forested area“) a vizualnimi preferencemi

je bezvyznamny.

V urcitych pfipadech se ukazalo, Ze vyznamny vliv na vizudlni preference
ma vzdalenost pohledu na krajinnou scenérii. Vysledky prokazaly, Ze u scenérii
s pfirodni dominantou indikoval blizky pohled vyssi preference, a naopak u scenérii
s dominantou venkovského sidla byl trend opacny. Jini autofi analyzovaly odlisné,
avSak se vzdalenosti pohledu neodmyslitelné spjaté atributy, a sice otevienost
(,openness”) (Dramstad et al., 2006) a hloubku pohledu (,depth of view”) (Clay and
Daniel, 2000). Avsak oba dospéli k zavéru, Ze uvedené atributy maji na vizualni
preference omezeny nebo pfimo bezvyznamny vliv. Pfesto napf. Strumse (1994),
Rogge (2007) nebo Clay and Smidt (2004) povaZuji otevienost krajiny za jeden

z klicovych faktor( ovliviujicich vizudlni kvalitu krajiny.

Na zavér je nutné dodat, Ze naSe studie nepokryva zdaleka vsechny kvality,
resp. faktory majici vliv na vizualni preference krajiny. Jinym smérem zamérené
vyzkumy prokdzaly, Ze naptiklad kompozice (Hammit et al., 1994; Palmer, 2004;
Svobodova, 2014), sezénnost (Coeterier, 1996) nebo barevny kontrast (Arriaza

et al., 2004) mohou v urcovani vizudlnich preferenci krajiny sehrat dalezitou roli.
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5.2 Konsensus v hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny (Hypotéza 2)

Vysledky ukazuji, Ze konsensus v hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit volné krajiny
je pomérné vysoky, pficemz jeho hodnota neni konstantni. Konsensus se postupné
méni nejen spolu svizudlnimi kvalitami krajiny, ale je vyznamné ovlivnén

i demografickymi charakteristikami respondent.

Konsensus byl méren s vyuzitim rozptylu (variance) v hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit
jednotlivych krajinnych scenérii (obdobné jako Hagerhall, 2001). Plati vztah, ¢im
pro scenérie volné krajiny se v naSem vyzkumu (byla pouZzita sedmibodova hodnotici
skala) pohybovala od 0,83 do 2,15, pficemZz mezi extrémnimi hodnotami byla
zaznamenana postupna zména. Na postupnou zménu variance mezi hodnocenymi
scenériemi krajiny upozornili jiz Purcell and Lamb (1984). Zajimavé je porovnani
variatnich koeficientl, tedy hodnoty, kterd uddva, zkolika procent se podili
smérodatna odchylka na aritmetickém prdméru. Tento koeficient neni zdvisly
na rozsahu 3$kdly. Sjeho vyuzitim lze mezi sebou porovnavat vysledky rliznych
preferencnich studii. Varia¢ni koeficient se v naSem vyzkumu pohyboval od 13%
do 28% pro volnou krajinu resp. od 19% do 66% pro krajinu venkovskych sidel.
Aby bylo mozné nase vysledky porovnat s vysledky jinych autorl, bylo zapotiebi
zjejich dat, publikovanych vramci preferenénich studii, spocitat variacni
koeficienty. Tyto koeficienty dosahly hodnot 15% - 75% (Purcell and Lamb, 1984),
17% - 45% (Hagerhall, 2001), 18% - 33% (Bulut and Yilmaz, 2006) a 15% - 31% (Clay
and Daniel, 2000). Ackoliv se nam v odborné literatufe nepodafilo dohledat
konkrétni hranice, které by rozdélily miru shody na vysokou a nizkou, z porovnani
nasich hodnot s hodnotami v ramci dalSich preferencnich studii Ize u typu volna

krajina usuzovat na celkové dobrou shodu napfi¢ krajinnymi scenériemi.

Jednim z faktord, jehoz vliv na konsensus byl v ramci naseho vyzkumu provérovan,
byl vliv krajinného typu. Testovany byly pouze dva zakladni krajinné typy, a sice
volnd krajina vs. krajina venkovskych sidel. Podrobnéjsi typizace krajiny nebyla
sohledem na metodiku vyzkumu mozna. Vysledky naznacovaly, Ze na vizualni

kvalité volné krajiny se respondenti shodnou lépe, nez u krajin venkovského sidla,
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avsak statistické analyzy prokazaly, Ze krajinny typ neni v hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit
krajiny vyznamnym faktorem pro formovani konsensu. Oproti tomu Hagerhall
(2001) povazuje to, do jaké miry krajina koresponduje s idealizovanym mentalnim
obrazem daného krajinného typu, pokud takovy na obecné udrovni existuje,
za klicovy faktor, ktery se na utvareni konsensu podili. Z nasi studie vSak vyplyva,
Ze krajinny typ je pevné spjat s vizudlni kvalitou krajiny. Pfi sledovani konsensu
prorizné krajinné typy je tedy dulezité zkontrolovat tento efekt. S respektem
ke studii Hagerhall (2001) je moZné pfipustit, Ze pro krajinny typ predstavujici
tradi¢ni kulturni krajinu (v tomto pfipadé pastviny) je mentalni obraz pro formaci
konsensu skutec¢né dulezitéjSi, nez vizudlni kvalita krajiny, nicméné na obecné

urovni tento zavér potvrdit nelze.

Nejzajimavéjsim vysledkem vyzkumu bylo odhaleni skuteénosti, Ze rozptyl
v hodnoceni krajinnych scenérii vyznamné klesa s rostouci pridmérnou hodnotou
preferenci. Jinymi slovy, ¢im vice je krajinna scenérie vizualné preferovana, tim vétsi
je shoda na jejim hodnoceni mezi respondenty. S vyuzitim statistickych analyz byla
odhalena vysoce signifikantni rliznorodost u konsensu v hodnoceni rozlicnych
krajinnych  scenérii, kterd vytvofila nékolik rozdilnych, avSak ¢&astecné
se prekryvajicich homogennich skupin. Pfekryv vznikl zejména u scenérii se stredni
hodnotou rozptylu, zatimco krajina s nejvétsi mirou shody vytvofila samostatnou
skupinu. Krajinna scenérie s nejvyssimi vizualnimi preferencemi vykazovala vysokou

miru shody, kdy 92% vSech respondentli ji ohodnotilo stupném +3 (73%),

evvs

(1981) a potvrzuje jej i Hagerhall (2001). Naproti tomu Kates (1967) predpokladal
vysokou miru shody pouze u nejosklivéjSich krajinnych scenérii, pricemz
doporucoval ochranu estetickych hodnot krajiny zalozZit na predchazeni tomuto
extrému. To, zda vysoka mira shody existuje i pro osklivé scenérie krajiny, jak uvadi
napf. Stamps and Nassar (1997), nebylo mozné s ohledem na specifické studijni

lokality v naSem vyzkumu provéfit. K zajimavému zavéru v této souvislosti dospéli
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i Purcell and Lamb (1984), ktefi konstatovali, Ze vysoky konsensus se objevuje
u ziejmych, bezkonfliktnich krajin, zatimco u krajin konfliktnich je konsensus nizky.
Konfliktni krajiny, jejichz obsah by vyZzadoval hlubsi znalosti, se v nasem vyzkumu,

resp. v kategorii volna krajina, nevyskytovaly.

S ohledem na odhaleny vztah mezi vizudlni kvalitou krajiny a konsensem v jejim
hodnoceni, lze usoudit, Ze faktory fidici vizudlni preference, které jsou uvedeny
v kap. 5.1 se velmi pravdépodobné podili i na formovani konsensu. Tyto zavéry jsou
Caste¢né vsouladu s vysledky Purcell and Lamb (1984), ktefi za klicové faktory
povazuji méfitko krajiny, pfirodni versus C¢lovékem pozménéné prostredi
a pritomnost nebo absenci vody v krajiné. K podobnym vysledkiim dospéli i Paskova
and Zelenka (2008), kteti uvadéji, ze pozitivni hodnoceni s relativné velmi malym
roztylem hodnoceni ziskavaji scenérie, na nichz jsou zastoupeni Zivoc¢ichové, sklani

mésta, hrad ¢i zficenina hradu a jezero.

Konsensus v hodnoceni volné krajiny byl u nejhire vs. nejlépe hodnocené krajinné
krajiny zemédélské. Pfestoze v nasem pripadé je konsensus stale na relativné dobré
urovni napf. Hagerhall (2001) predpoklada, Ze existuji i krajinné typy,

které vSeobecné sdilenou hodnotu nevykazuiji.

Vztah mezi preferencemi a rozptylem v témér 74% pripadU dokazal predpovédét
standardni odchylku podle primérného hodnoceni, i presto je mozné pri porovnani
hodnoceni jednotlivych krajinnych scenérii pozorovat dvé zfetelné vyjimky. Zatimco
obé scenérie lesni krajiny pattily mezi vizualné preferované (obsadily 4. a 5. misto
viz tab. 1), konsensus v jejich hodnoceni byl nizsi, nez bychom dle odhaleného
vztahu ocekavali. Scenérie lesni krajiny v mife rozptylu obsadily 5.a 10. misto.
Tyto vysledky naznaduji, Ze lesni krajina je verejnosti sice povazovana za esteticky
kvalitni, nicméné na hodnoté této kvality se verejnost hlre shodne. Vzhledem
ktomu, Ze nas vyzkum byl zaméfen na Siroké spektrum krajinnych scenérii,
coz vyzkum omezilo na pouZiti pouze dvou fotografii z kazdé krajinné kategorie,
nebylo mozZné tento zavér statisticky ovérit. Zajimavou vyjimku u lesnich krajin

zaznamenali ve svém vyzkumu i Van den Berg and Koole (2006), ktefi provérovali
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preference divoké vs. upravované krajiny. Zatimco u vSech ostatnich krajinnych typ(
byla vidy preferovdna krajina divokd, u lesnich krajin tomu bylo naopak.
Van den Berg and Koole (2006) uvadéji, Ze struktura a porddek je v lesnich krajinach
dllezitéjsi, nez v ostatnich krajinnych typech. Tento fakt mohl byt pro nékteré
respondenty divodem nizkych preferenci i v nasi studii, kde zvlast blizky pohled

mohl puUsobit neusporadanym dojmem.

5.3 Vliv demografickych charakteristik respondentt (Hypotéza 3)

5.3.1 Vliv na vizualni preference

Vysledky vyzkumu prokazaly, Ze dvé zSesti testovanych demografickych

charakteristik vyznamné ovlivnily vizualni preference respondentd.

Ukazalo se, Ze rozhodujici vliv na vizudlni preference respondentd ma pohlavi,
pricemz Zeny hodnotily krajinné scenérie vyznamné pozitivnéji nez muzi. U volné
krajiny nebyly rozdily v hodnoceni Zen a muz( tak zasadni, jako u scenérii krajiny
venkovskych sidel. K zavéru, Ze pohlavi vyznamné ovliviiuje vizudlni preference
respondentl, dospél i Strumse (1996), Paskova and Zelenka (2008) nebo Ode et al.
(2009), zatimco Angileri and Toccolini (1993), Van den Berg and Koole (2006) nebo
Skleni¢ka and Molnarovd (2010) ve svych studiich tento vliv nepotvrdili. Strumse
(1996) vliv pohlavi vysvétluje pomoci evolu¢ni teorie, pficemz uvadi, Ze zatimco
muzi dominovali vloveni, Zeny zastavaly roli sbéracli, ¢imZz si vypéstovaly

nadrazenou schopnost percepce.

Dalsi charakteristikou respondentll, kterd se ukazala jako signifikantni pro jejich
vizudlni preference, bylo misto bydlisté. Zatimco pfiméststi obyvatelé a obyvatelé
venkova hodnotili krajinné scenérie pozitivné, obyvatelé mést byli ve svych
hodnocenich o poznani kriti¢téjsi. Mozné vysvétleni spociva v teorii idealizovaného
mentdlniho obrazu (Hagerhall, 2001). Méststi obyvatelé si venkovskou krajinu
idealizuji, nebot v ni neZiji, neni redlnou soucasti jejich Zivota, a hodnocené scenérie

nenapliuji jejich ocCekavani, naopak obyvatelé venkova maji predstavy blize
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skutecnosti. K podobnym zavérdm dospéli i Rogge et al. (2007), ktefi na prikladu
zemédélské krajiny prokazali, Ze respondenti nemajici pfimy vztah ke krajiné
(v jejich pripadé experti na hodnoceni krajiny) hodnoti krajinu negativnéji,
nez zemédélci a obyvatelé krajiny. Stejné tak i Ribeiro et al. (2013) upozornuji
na obrovské rozdily v preferencich rlznych typl krajinného pokryvu mezi skupinami
respondentl s odliSnym vztahem ke krajiné (krajinni planovaci, lovci, obyvatelé,
navstévnici a turisté).

S mistem bydlisté souvisi dalSi demograficky faktor, ktery mohl ovlivnit vysledky
naseho vyzkumu, a sice familiarita. Napf. Van den Berg and Koole (2006)
nebo Sklenicka and Molnarova (2010) prokdzali vyznamné rozdily v preferencich
obyvatel vs. navstévnikd krajiny. Ackoliv udaj o familiarité nebyl v ramci naseho
vyzkumu zjisStovan, sohledem na vzorek respondentl, ktery sestava z turistd,
ale zejména na rozdilné lokality vyzkumu, je v principu nemoziné, aby byli mezi
respondenty ve vétsi mife zastoupeni obyvatelé hodnocené krajiny. Efekt familiarity

nemohl byt pro vizualni preference nasich respondentt zasadni.

Ostatni sledované charakteristiky (vék, vzdélani a zaméstnani) neprokazaly
signifikantni vliv na preference respondentll. Nase vysledky koresponduiji s vysledky
Sullivan (1994), ktery konstatoval, Ze primérna hodnota vizudlni kvality je
pro viechny skupiny respondent(l (zemédélci a residenti) témér identickd. Naopak
nejsou zcela konzistentni s Ode et al. (2009), ktefi prokazali vyznamny vliv
u zaméstnani, Angileri and Toccolini (1993) a Van den Berg and Koole (2006), jejichz
vysledky prokdzaly vyznamny vliv u vzdélani a Van den Berg and Koole (2006)
Ci Paskova and Zelenka (2008), jez odhalili vyznamny vliv u véku. Pfic¢inu rozdilnych
vysledk(l Ize spatfovat vrozdilnych typech krajiny, na které se jednotlivi autofi
zaméfili. Napf. Sullivan (1994) svij vyzkum zaméfil na krajinu predmeésti, Ode et al.
(2009) vyuzili vizualizace pastevni krajiny s proménlivym podilem lesnich porostd,
Van den Berg and Koole (2006) zkoumali preference pfirodni krajiny, Paskova and
Zelenka (2008) studovali percepci Sesti charakterem rozdilnych oblasti s potencidlné
vysokou estetickou kvalitou a Angileri and Toccolini (1993) se zaméfili na rGzné typy

venkovské krajiny. V souvislosti se zaméstnanim, Strumse (1994) konstatuje,
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Ze Sirokd verejnost ma tendenci zemédélskou krajinu hodnotit pozitivnéji
nez experti, a co vic, ze experti jsou kritictéjsi ke krajinam s nedostatec¢nou

ekologickou kvalitou.

Dals$i moznou pricinou toho, pro¢ se nase vysledky lisi od vysledkl jinych autorq,
je specificnost vzorku respondentt. Napr. Dramstad et al. (2006) nebo Tveit (2009)
prokazali, Ze preference specifického vzorku studentll se vyznamné |isi
od preferenci Siroké verejnosti. | nas vzorek respondentl byl specificky, nebot
se nejednalo o ndhodny vybér, ale o metodu vybéru zvanou ,haphazard” (Babbie,
2010). S cilem provéfit rozdilnost naseho vzorku a populace Ceské republiky byla
vytvofena tabulka, kde byly porovnany vybrané demografické charakteristiky
respondent(l s daty ze Statistického Gfadu CR (viz ¢lanek IV, tab. 4). Po porovnani
udajl jsme dospéli k zavéru, Ze s vyjimkou nejmladsi a nejstarsi vékové kategorie,
ktera byla vnaSem vzorku =zastoupena minimalné, se nasSi respondenti

ve sledovanych charakteristikach od populace CR vyrazné nelisi.

Zavérem je vhodné pripomenout, Zze demografickych faktor(, resp. vlastnosti/
dispozic respondent(, které mohou vyznamné ovliviiovat preference, je bezpocet
aneni mozné vsechny tyto vlastnosti vramci sociologického Setfeni provéfit.
Lothian (1999) v této souvislosti uvadi, Ze preference krajiny mlze byt ovlivnéna
vzpominkami, asociacemi, predstavami akoneckoncl i kaidym symbolem,

ktery v respondentech krajina evokuje.

5.3.2 Vliv na konsensus

Demografické charakteristiky prokazaly rozdilnou miru konsensu ve vefejném
hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit krajiny u témér vsech sledovanych parametrd (pohlavi,
vék, zaméstnani, misto bydlisté, uUroven vzdélani). Nase vysledky neni s¢im
porovnavat, nebot ve védeckych pramenech se ndm nepodafilo dohledat jiné
studie, které by se tomuto tématu vénovaly. Vyjimkou jsou Purcell and Lamb (1984),
ktefi ve své studii uvadéji, ze rozdily mezi respondenty jsou vyznamné, avsak tyto

rozdily nevztahuji k zadnym demografickym charakteristikam, a Hagerhall (2001),
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ktera konsensus v hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny analyzovala s vyuzitim cluster
analyzy, pricemZz konstatovala, Ze charakteristiky respondentd konsensus
neovlivAuji.

V nasi studii bylo prokdzano, Ze vyznamné rozdily v konsensu jsou dany rozdilnym
pohlavim, pficemz muzi se na vizualnich kvalitach krajiny shodli méné nez Zeny.
Podobné jako u vizudlnich preferenci, i zde mohla sehrat roli evoluce. Jak se nam
podafilo prokazat, mezi konsensem a vizualni kvalitou krajiny existuje vztah. Pokud
tedy plati, Ze Zeny hodnoti krajinné scenérie pozitivnéji (Strumse, 1996; Skfivanova
et al., 2014), pak je logické, Ze jejich hodnoceni vykazuji vy$Si miru shody,

nez je tomu u muzd.

Dalsim faktorem, u kterého byl prokazan vliv na miru shody, jsou vékové kategorie.
Nejmladsi a nejstarsi skupina respondent(l hodnotila krajinné scenérie s jinou mirou
konsensu nez skupiny ostatni. Zatimco mladi se ve svych hodnocenich pfilis
neshodovali, stafi prokazali vysokou miru konsensu. Vtomto pfipadé analogii
s hodnocenim vizualni kvality krajiny pouZzit nelze, nebot vztah mezi vékem a timto
hodnocenim potvrzen nebyl. Interpretace nasSich vysledkd je vSak mozina
v souvislosti s vysledky Strumse (1996), ktery uvadi, Ze vizudlni preference jsou
ovlivnény zkusenosti s krajinou. Lze predpokladat, ze starsi, tedy i zkusenéjsi lidé

maji konzistentnéjsi predstavy o preferencich krajiny nez mladda populace.

Co se tyCe zaméstnani, byly rozliSeny dvé homogenni skupiny. Respondenti
se zaméstnanim, které souvisi s ekologii a pfirodou, vytvofili skupinu oddélenou
od ostatnich, pricemz se ve svych hodnocenich shodli méné. Nase vysledky ¢astecné
koresponduiji s vysledky Rogge et al. (2007), ktefi sice respondenty neposuzovali na
zakladé zaméstnani souvisejiciho s ekologii a pfirodou, ale pracovali s podobnou
skupinou, a sice experty na hodnoceni krajiny. Jejich vysledky ukazaly, Ze co se tyce
zemédélskych krajin, experti se ve vizualnich preferencich neshodnou, zatimco
zemédélci ¢i obyvatelé krajiny vykazuji vtomto smeéru vysokou miru konsensu.
Podobné i Strumse (1996) upozoriuje, Ze trénovani krajindfi maji tendence
hodnotit scenérii s méné optimalni ekologickou kvalitou kriti¢téji. Kriticky pohled

nékterych respondentll se zaméstnanim, které souvisi s ekologii a pfirodou,
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byl moznym divodem, proc se tato skupina respondentl ve svém hodnoceni shodla
méneé.

Dalsi charakteristikou, ktera v nasi studii prokdazala, Ze vyznamné ovliviiuje miru
konsensu, je misto bydlisté. Respondenti zmésta a venkova se ve svych
hodnocenich shodli méné nez obyvatelé priméstskych oblasti. Tyto vysledky jsou
Caste¢né vsouladu s naSimi zavéry ohledné vizudlnich preferenci. Preferencni
vysledky prokdzaly, Ze obyvatelé venkova a predmésti jsou ve svém hodnoceni
pozitivnéjsi, zatimco obyvatelé mést jsou ve svych hodnocenich o poznani kriti¢té;jsi
(Skrivanova et al., 2014). Predpokladem tedy bylo, Ze vyssi konsensus bude odhalen
nejen u obyvatel pfedmésti, ale i u obyvatel venkova. MoZznym vysvétlenim toho,
Ze se obyvatelé venkova ve svych hodnocenich shodnou méné, je specificnost
vzorku. Obyvatelé venkova zastoupeni vnasem vyzkumu nebyli obyvateli
hodnocené krajiny a jakozto turisté, tedy lidé, ktefi apriori ocenu;ji vizualni podobu
krajiny, byli ve svych hodnocenich méné atraktivnich krajin kriti¢téjsi, coz vyustilo

v nizs$i miru konsensu.

Posledni studovanou charakteristikou, ktera prokazala vyznamny vliv na konsensus,
byla Uroven vzdélani. Respondenti s univerzitnim vzdélanim prokazali nizsi miru
konsensu nez ostatni. O vlivu vzdélani na konsensus v hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit
krajiny lIze najit zminku ve studii Angileri and Toccolini (1993). Jejich vysledky jsou
vrozporu svysledky nasi studie, nebot zjistili, Ze respondenti s univerzitnim
vzdélanim prokdzali vétsi konsensus, néZ ostatni respondenti. Nutno podotknout,
Ze jejich studie byla zamérena pouze na zemédélskou krajinu a obsahovala
jen 35 respondentll, coz mohlo vyrazné zkreslit jejich vysledky. Naopak nase
vysledky jsou v souladu se zavéry Purcell and Lamb (1984), kteti uvadéji, Ze vysokou
varianci v hodnoceni vykazuji krajiny s konfliktnimi segmenty. Schopnost
identifikovat tyto konflikty se pochopitelné odviji od Urovné vzdélani. V oteviené
krajiné konfliktni segmenty zastoupeny nebyly, avSak scenérie venkovskych sidel
nabizely konfliktnich pripadld fadu. Scenérie ztohoto krajinného typu byly
kategorizovany dle typicnosti, tedy hodnoty, ktera byva srozumitelnd pouze

provzdélanou skupinu respondentd resp. jeji cast. Vzhledem ktomu,
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ze vliv demografickych faktor( na konsensus byl posuzovdn pro oba krajinné typy,
je schopnost odhaleni konfliktd vysoce vzdélanymi respondenty moznym ddvodem

nizsiho konsensu v jejich hodnoceni.

Kromé demografickych charakteristik byl provéren i vliv CHKO, ve které bylo
provadéno sociologické Setfeni, a i tento faktor prokdzal byt vyznamnym.
RGznorodost konsensu dle lokalit v jinych studiich uvddéna neni, avSak Paskova

and Zelenka (2008) poukazuji na rlizné preference dle lokalit.
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6 Zavéry

Dizertacni prace formou souboru odbornych ¢lankl pfispiva k rozsireni védomosti
o problematice hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit krajiny, pfiéemz otevira diskusi nad
relativné novym a opomijenym tématem, a sice konsensem v téchto hodnocenich.
Prace obsahuje dva reSersni ¢lanky a tfi studie. Cilem reSerSnich ¢lankl bylo
seznamit ¢tendre s aktudlnimi poznatky na poli hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit krajiny,
zatimco studie jsou vysledkem vlastniho vyzkumu, ktery byl zaloZzen na rozsahlém
sociologickém Setfeni. Vysledky prace jsou vyuZitelné jak v obecné roving,
kde poskytuji argumenty pro ochranu esteticky kvalitnich krajin, tak v praxi, kde jsou

aplikovatelné pfi managementu krajiny.

V ramci dizertacni prace byly ovéreny stanovené hypotézy. Prvni i druha hypotéza
byly potvrzeny v plném rozsahu. Prace ovéfila, Ze vizudlni preference jsou
ovliviiovany urcitymi kvalitami krajiny, pricemz tyto blize specifikuje (¢lanek III).
Stejné tak bylo potvrzeno, Ze konsensus v hodnoceni respondentd je vyznamné
ovlivnén vizualni kvalitou krajiny (¢lanek IV). Soucasné bylo prokazano, Ze vizudlni
preference i shoda vjejich hodnoceni je c¢aste€né ovliviiovana nékterymi

ze sledovanych charakteristik respondent(l. Potvrzena tak byla i tfeti hypotéza.

Hodnoceni krajinnych scenérii vybranych chranénych krajinnych oblasti ukdazalo
nékolik kvalit krajiny, které vyrazné ovlivnily vizudlni preference respondentd.
Ve volné krajiné, kterd je obecné vnimana jako vizudlné kvalitni, Ize za nejpozitivnéji
vnimanou hodnotu oznacit pritomnost prirodni a/ nebo kulturné-historické
dominanty. Naopak krajiny s dominantou venkovského sidla a/ nebo zemédélské
krajiny s nedostate¢nym zastoupenim zelené byly hodnoceny nejhire. Vysledky dale
ukazaly, ze vzddlenost, tedy blizky vs. vzdaleny pohled, nejvice ovlivnila preference
v kategorii krajiny s ptirodni dominantou a dominantou venkovského sidla.
Z demografickych charakteristik respondentd ovlivnily vizudlni preference pohlavi

a misto bydlisté respondentu.

Je zfejmé, Ze pozitivni vizualni preference uZivatell turistickych tras nelze povaZzovat

za rozhoduijici kritérium ochrany krajiny, jejich znalost lze vSak uspésné vyuzit jako

41



podklad pro udrzZitelné planovani v krajiné (Bulut and Yilmaz, 2008; Bulut and Yilmaz
2009), pripadné téz pro marketingovou strategii danych oblasti. Je nutné
nezapominat, Ze zvlasté v chranénych krajinnych oblastech patfi turismus

ke klicovym ekonomickym faktordm (Ewald, 2002).

Vizualni preference krajinnych scenérii Ize vyuzit i jako argument pro management
krajiny (Clay and Daniel, 2000). Z vysledk( nasi studie vyplyva, Ze je dulezité
v terénu dostate¢né upozornit na ptirodni a kulturné-historické dominanty a zajistit,
aby vyhled nebyl blokovan stromy. DalSim zdvérem, ktery je sice intuitivni,
ale je dobré jej neopomijet, je vizudlné pozitivni efekt dostate¢ného mnoizstvi

zelené v zemédélskych krajinach.

Vysledky naseho vyzkumu je vhodné vyuzit jako podklad pro expertni hodnoceni
vizualnich kvalit krajiny. V souvislosti stim De la Fuente de Val et al. (2006)
upozoriuji, Ze pokud by bylo expertni hodnoceni vrozporu s preferencemi
verejnosti, mohou nastat problémové situace. Daniel (2001) vSak upozoriuje,
Ze nizké preference krajinnych scenérii s vysokymi ekologickymi ¢&i kulturné-
historickymi hodnotami reflektuji pripady, kde je potfeba navstévniky o této

hodnoté lépe informovat a tim pfispét k ovlivnéni jejich vizudlnich preferenci.

Prokazani existence konsensu mezi navstévniky krajiny pro vysoce hodnocené
krajinné scenérie potvrdilo, Ze tyto hodnoty lze do jisté miry povaZovat
za objektivni. Pro management krajiny je tento fakt velmi dulezity, nebot dava
argument, Ze ochrana estetickych hodnot krajiny je ve vefejném zajmu, tedy zcela
legitimni. Nas vyzkum vsak odhalil, Ze i demografické charakteristiky respondentd,
tedy pohlavi, vék, zaméstnani, misto bydlisté ¢i Uroven vzdélani, maji pro formovani
konsensu nezanedbatelny vyznam. Pokud by se ukazalo, Ze demografické
charakteristiky jsou pro utvareni konsensu vyznamnéjsi nez samotna vizualni kvalita
krajiny, bylo by tézké obhajovat objektivitu této kvality. Zatimco Strumse (1996)
prokdazal, Zze vizudlni preference krajiny jsou ovliviiovany vzhledem krajiny ve vétsi
mife nez demografickymi faktory, ohledné konsensu lze tyto zavéry pouze
predpokladat. Prestoze z nasSich dat nebylo mozné statisticky ovéfit, co konsensus

formuje vétsi meérou, je patrné, Ze u nejcennéjsich krajin je shoda v hodnoceni
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tak vysoka, Ze nemuze byt vyznamné ovlivnéna demografickymi charakteristikami

respondenta.

Z nasi studie vyplynulo nékolik otazek, kterym je potfeba vénovat dalsi vyzkum.
Jednou ztéchto otdzek je mira konsensu na rlznych typech lesnich krajin.
Na zadkladé nasich vysledk( lze predpokladat, Ze mira konsensu je u lesnich krajin
nizsi, nez by se dle jeji vizualni kvality dalo ocekavat. DalSim vyzkum by mél nase

predpoklady provéfit, pfip. odhalit dlivody této odchylky.

Nezodpovézenou otdzkou zlstavd existence shody na negativnich vizualnich
kvalitach krajiny. Jiz Kates (1967) ve své eseji predpokladal vyznamnou shodu
natom, co je osklivé, pficemz tuto hodnotu povaZoval za cosi objektivniho,
definovatelného. S ohledem na skutecnost, Ze studijni lokality naseho vyzkumu
reprezentuji krajiny bez extrémniho posSkozeni, nebylo mozné tyto predpoklady

provérit.
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7 Summary

Landscape’s visual aesthetic quality (VAQ) has been widely regarded as a valuable
resource worthy of protection. Although great effort has been devoted
to determining the factors driving aesthetic preferences, public consensus

in judgments has been neglected in the vast majority of such studies.

This dissertation thesis presents a set of papers based upon survey of visual
preferences expressed in the Czech Republic. More than 400 visitors of four
Protected Landscape Areas were asked to respond to a questionnaire
on preferences for 24 different photographs of landscape scenes. To ensure that
a wide variety of landscape scenes were presented, two landscape groups were
established: open landscapes and rural settlement landscapes. Considering possible
driving factors of visual landscape preferences, these groups were divided into six
categories. Two subcategories were consequently established for each category.

Only results for group ,,open landscape” are commented in this dissertation thesis.

The analysis has shown that open landscapes are generally positively rated. Open
landscape scenes that included a cultural or natural landmark obtained the highest
ratings, while scenes with a large amount of arable land or containing settlements
were rated lowest. Among demographic data, gender and place of residence were

found to be driving factors for the landscape preferences of respondents.

Furthermore, consensus in judgments of respondents was examined. The analysis
found that variance in respondents’ judgments differed significantly among
assessed landscape scenes. A significant difference in judgment variances within
each investigated respondent characteristic (gender, age, education level,
occupational classification, and respondent’s type of residence) was discovered.
Judgment variance was at the same time affected by landscape VAQ itself —

the higher the VAQ, the better the consensus.

44



8 Seznam odborné literatury

Angileri, A., Toccolini, A., 1993. The assessment of visual duality as tool for
conservation of rural landscape diversity. Landscape and Urban Planning, 24:

105 -112.

Arriaza, M., Cafias-Ortega, J. F., Caiflas-Madueiio, P. Ruiz-Aviles, 2004. Assessing the
visual quality of rural landscapes. Landscape and Urban Planning 69: 115 —

125.

Babbie, E., 2010. The practice of sociological Research. Wadsworth, Cengage
Learning, Belmont, CA, USA.

Bulut, Z., Yilmaz, H., 2008. Determination of landscape beauties through visual
guality assessment method: a case study for Kemaliye. Environmental

Monitoring and Assessment 141, 121-129. doi:10.1007/s10661-007-9882-0

Bulut, Z., Yilmaz, H., 2009. Determination of waterscape beauties through visual
guality assessment method. Environmental Monitoring and Assessment

154(1-4), 495-468. doi: 10.1007/s10661-008-0412-5
Cilek, V., 2002. Krajiny vnitini a vnéjsi, Dokoran, Praha, Czech Republic.

Clay, G. R., Daniel, T. C., 2000. Scenic landscape assessment: the effects of land
management jurisdiction on public perception of scenic beauty. Landscape

and Urban Planning 49(1-2), 1-13. doi: 10.1016/50169-2046(00)00055-4

Clay, G. R., Smidt, R. K., 2004. Assessing the validity and reliability of descriptor
variables used in scenic highway analysis. Landscape and Urban Planning 66:

239 -255.

Coeterier, J. F., 1996. Dominant attributes in the perception and evaluation of the
Dutch landscape. Landscape and Urban Planning 34(1), 27-44.
doi: 10.1016/0169-2046(95)00204-9

Daniel, T. C., 2001. Whither scenic beauty? Visual landscape quality assessment in

the 21st century. Landscape and Urban Planning 54: 267 — 281.

45



De Val, G. de la Fuente, Atauri, J. A., Lucio, J. C. de, 2005. Relationship between
landscape visual attributes and spatial pattern indices: A test study in
Mediterranean-climate landscape. Landscape and Urban planning 77: 393 —

407.

Dearden, P., 1981. Consensus and the Landscape Quality Continuum: a Research

Note. Landscape Research 6, 31. doi: 10.1080/01426398108705969

Disman, M. 1993. Jak se vyrabi sociologicka znalost, Karolinum, Praha, Czech

Republic.

Dramstad, W. E., Tveit S. M., Fjellstad, W. J., Fry, G. L. A., 2005. Relationships
between visual landscape preferences and map-based indicators of landscape

structure. Landscape and Urban Planning 78: 465 - 474.

Ewald, K. C., 2001. The neglect of aesthetic in landscape planning in Switzerland.

Landscape and Urban Planning 54: 255-266.

Fyhri, A., Jacobsen, J. K. S., Tommervik, H., 2009. Tourists’ landscape perceptions
and preferences in a Scandinavian costal region. Landscape and Urban
Planning, 91, 202-211. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2009.01.002

Gobster P. H., Nassauer J.1., Daniel T. C., Fry G., 2007. The shared landscape: what

does aesthetics have to do with ecology? Landscape Ecol (2007) 22, 959 -972.

Héagerhall, C. M., 2001. Consensus in landscape preference judgments. Journal of
Environmental Psychology, 21: 83-92. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jevp.2000.0186

Hammitt, W. E., Patterson, M. E., Noe, F. P., 1994. |dentifying and predicting visual
preference of southern Appalachian forest recreation vistas. Landscape and

Urban Planning 29(2-3), 171-183. doi: 10.1016/0169-2046(94)90026-4

Jessel B., 2006. Elements, characteristics and charakter — Information functions of

landscapes in therm of indicators. Ecological Indicators 6: 153 — 167.
Kalivoda O., 2014. Identita venkova. Dizertaéni prace, CZU, FZP, KAGUP, Praha.

46



Kaplan, S., Kaplan, R., 1982. Cognition and environment, functioning in an uncertain

world. Praeger, New York .

Kates, R. W., 1967. The pursuit of beauty in the environment. Landscape 16(2), 21—
25.

Kupka, J. Vojar, J., Vorel, I., 2010. Intersubject agreement in evaluating the visual

attractiveness of landscape. Journal of Landscape Studies 3, 221-229.

Kurdoglu, O., Kurdoglu, B. C., 2010. Determining recreational, scenic, and historical-
cultural potentials of landscape features along a segment of the ancient Silk
Road using factor analyzing. Environmental Monitoring and Assessment

170(1-4), 99-116. doi: 10.10007/s10661-009-1219-8

Lothian A., 1999. Landscape and the philosophy of aesthetics: is landscape duality
inzerent in the landscape or in the eye of beholder? Landscape and Urban

Planning 44: 177 — 198.

Léw J., Michal 1., 2003. Krajinny raz, Lesnicka prace, Kostelec nad Cernymi lesy,

Czech Republic.

Michal, I., 2000. To Constitute Landscape Aesthetics. Zivot. prostr., Vol. 34, No. 5,
Ustav krajinnej ekologie SAV Bratislava, Slovakia.

Molnérova, K., Sklenicka, P., Stiborek, J., Svobodova, K., Salek, M., Brabec E., 2012.
Visual preferences for wind turbines: location, numbers and respondent

characteristics . Applied Energy 92: 269-278. ISSN: 0306-2619.

Ode, A., Fry, G., Tveit, M. S., Messager, P., Miller, D., 2009. Indicators of perceived
naturalness as drivers of landscape preference. Journal of Environmental

Management 90(1), 375-383. doi: 10.1016/j.jenvman.2007.10.013

Paskova, M., Zelenka J., 2008. Percepce krajiny v Percepce krajiny a genius loci.

Gaudeamus, Hradec Kralové, Czech Republic.

Palmer, J. F., Lankhorst J. R. — K., 1998. Evaluating visible spatial diversity in the

landscape. Landscape and Urban Planning 43: 65 — 78.

47



Palmer, J. F., 2004. Using spatial metrics to predict scenic perception in changing
landscape: Dennis, Massachusetts. Landscape and Urban Planning 69(2-3),

201-218. doi: 10.1016/j.landurbplan.2003.08.010

Palmer, J. F., Hoffman, R. E. 2001. Rating reliability and representation validity in
scenic landscape assessments. Landscape and Urban Planning 54, 149-161.

doi: 10.1016/50169-2046(01)00133-5

Ptackova, B., Stibral, K., 2002. Estetika na dlani. Rubico, Olomouc. ISBN: 80-85839-
79-2

Purcell, A. T., Lamb, R. J., 1984. Landscape perception: an examination and empirical
investigation of two central issues in the area. Journal of Environmental

Management 19(1), 31-63.

Ribeiro S. C., Migliozzi A., Incerti G., Correia T. P., 2013. Placing land cover pattern
preferences on the map: Bridging methodological approaches of landscape
preferences surveys and spatial pattern analysis. Landscape and Urban

Planning, 114, 53-68.

Rogge, E., Nevens, F., Gulnick, H., 2007. Perception of rural landscapes in Flanders:
Looking beyond aesthetics. Landscape and Urban Planning 82(4), 159-174.
doi: 10.1016/j.landurbplan.2007.02.006

Séadlo, J., Pokorny, P., Hajek, P., Dreslerova, D., Cilek, V. 2005. Krajina a revoluce.

Mala Skala, Praha, Czech Republic.

Sadlo, J., 1994. Krajina jako interpretovany text. In Kratochvil Z.: Filosofie Zivé

pfirody. Hermann a synové, Praha, Czech Republic: 179 — 190.

Sklenic¢ka, P. 2003. Zaklady krajinného planovani. Nakladatelstvi Nadézda

Skleni¢kova, Praha, Czech Republic.

Sklenicka, P., Moldrova, K., 2010. Visual Perception of Habitats Adopted for Post-

Mining Landscape Rehabilitation. Environmental Management (46), 424-435.

Stamps, A. E., 1990. Use of photographs to stimulate environments. A metaanalysis.

Perceptual and Motor Skills, 71 (33), 907-913.

48


http://dx.doi.org.infozdroje.czu.cz/10.1016/S0169-2046(01)00133-5

Stamps, A. E., Nasar, J. L., 1997. Design review and public preferences: Effect of
geographical location, public consensus, sensation seeking, and architectural
styles. Journal of Environmental Psychology 17(1), 11-32.
doi: 10.1006/jevp.1996.0036

Stephenson, J., 2008. The Cultural Values Model: An integrated approach to values
in landscape. Landscape and Urban Planning, 84, 127-139. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2007.07.003

Stewart, T. R., Middleton P., Downton M., Ely D., 1984. Judgments of photographs
vs. field observations in studies of perception and judgment of visual

environment. Journal of Environmental Psychology 4, 283 — 302.

Stibral, K. 2005. Proc je ptiroda krasna? Estetické vnimani pfirody v novovéku.

Dokoran, Praha, Czech Republic.

Stibral, K., Dadejik O., Zuska V., 2009. Ceska estetika pfirody ve stfedoevropském

kontextu. Dokoran, Praha, Czech Republic.

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. doi: 10.1016/5S0272-4944(05)80220-8

Strumse, E., 1996. Demographic differences in the visual preferences for agrarian
landscapes in western Norway. Journal of Environmental Psychology 16(1), 17—

31. doi: 10.1006/jevp.1996.0002

Sullivan, W. C., 1994. Perceptions of the rural-urban fringe: citizen preferences for
natural and developed settings, Landscape and Urban Planning, 29, pp. 85-101.
doi: 10.1016/0169-2046(94)90020-5

Svobodov3, K., 2012. Studium vizualnich preference jako podklad pro navrh obnovy
post-téZebni krajiny. Dizertaéni prace, CVUT, FA, Ustav prostorového planovani,

Praha.

Skabraha, M., 2006. Filosofovani nad krajinou. Available from:

kfil.upol.cz/soubory/krajina.doc

49


http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1996.0002

Tveit, M. S., 2009. Indicators of visual scales as predictors of landscape preference;
a comparison between groups. Journal of Environmental Management 90: 2882

— 2888.

Valenta, J., 2008. Scénologie krajiny. Nakladatelstvi KANT — Karel Kerlicky, Praha,
Czech Republic.

Van den Berg, A. E., Koole S. L., 2006. New wilderness in the Netherlands: An
investigation of visual preferences for nature development landscapes.

Landscape and Urban Planning 78: 362 — 372.

Vorel, I., Bukacek, R., Matéjka, P., Culek, M., Sklenicka, P., 2003. Metodicky postup
posouzeni vlivu navrhované stavby, ¢innosti nebo zmény vyuZziti Uzemi na

krajinny raz. Nakladatelstvi Nadézda Skleni¢kova, Praha, Czech Republic.

Vorel, |., 2006. Estetické hodnoty krajiny a jejich identifikace v procesu hodnoceni
krajinného razu. In Vorel (ed.) et al.: Krajinny raz a vychodiska jeho hodnoceni.

Nakladatelstvi Nadézda Skleni¢kovd, Praha, Czech Republic: 113 —121.

Zuska V., 2009. Krajinny raz a ,lidova“ estetika, In Klva¢ P. (ed.): Clovék, krajina,

krajinny raz, Masarykova univerzita, Brno, Czech Republic: 22 — 28.

50



9 Prilohy — soubor praci

Clanek | Skfivanova Z., Kalivoda O., 2010: Perception and assessment of
landscape aesthetic values in the Czech Republic — a literature
review. Journal of Landscape Studies 3, 211 — 220 (stav: vytiSténo,

autorsky podil 80%).

Clanek Il Kalivoda 0., Skfivanovd Z., 2014: Rural Identity and Landscape
Aesthetics: Issues to Resolve. Landscape research (stav: pred revizi,
autorsky podil: 25% ).

Clanek 111 Skfivanova Z., Kalivoda 0., Skleni¢ka P., 2014a: Driving Factors for
Visual Landscape Preferences in Protected Landscape Areas. Scientia
Agriculturae Bohemica, 45 (1), 36 — 43 (stav: vytisténo, autorsky
podil: 50%).

Clanek IV Kalivoda O., Vojar J., Skfivanova Z., Zahradnik D., 2014: Consensus in

landscape preference judgments: The effects of landscape visual
aesthetic quality and respondents’ characteristics. Journal of
Enviromental Management 137, 36 — 44 (stav: vytisténo, autorsky

podil 30%).

Clanek vV Skfivanova Z, Kalivoda 0., Vojar J., Zahradnik D., 2014b: Hodnoceni
vizudlnich kvalit krajiny na pfikladu chranénych krajinnych oblasti.
Kulturni krajina a jeji osobitost - od rozpoznani kochrané.

(stav: pfijato k vytisténi, autorsky podil: 60%).

51



R

. /@ Journal of
Journal of Landscape Studies 3 (2010), 211 — 220
Received: 08 November 2010; Accepted: 30 Novemb&®2Bublished online: 11 December 2010 Lanﬂscape

Studies

Perception and assessment of landscape aesthetitues in the Czech
Republic — a literature review

Zuzana Skrivanova*, Ondiej Kalivoda

Faculty of Environmental Sciences, Czech Universityife Sciences Prague, Kamycka 129,
Praha 6 — Suchdol, 165 21, Czech Republic

Abstract

Perceiving and assessing landscape aestheticsehamé an active area of interest in recent yedris. Japer begins
with a brief survey of the historical developmehtandscape aesthetics perception in the Czech |ards two basic
approaches in the field of landscape aestheticaralysed. The objective approach considers aéstredties to be an
inherent quality of landscape, while a subjectippraach regards the aesthetic qualities of a lamisas a product of
the human mind. Two ways of assessing landscapeeties are used in the context of these approaéhgert-based
assessment is based on certain assumptions algibetie value, while perception-based assessmensés on the
individuality of the perceiving subject with hisfifeelings, needs and imagination. This paper de#fsthe advantages
and disadvantages of these two ways of making siseegs.

Key words Landscape aesthetics; Philosophy of aesthetasgécape perception paradigms; Scenic beauty

1. Introduction

In recent decades, deep shifts have arisen in theman to adopt new strategies (Cilek, 2002; Sadlo et
understanding of the term “landscape”. Earlier al., 2005).

definitions had emphasized the physical meaning Nature, and also landscape, is nowadays related
of landscape. Nowadays the emphasis is on Wwith the feeling of beauty in such a natural manner
landscape as a human environment (CE, 2010). that people do not even take note of this relation
Since landscape, shared with other species, is (Stibral, 2005). However, in the present era, when
deeply influenced by human activities (Cilek, such serious harm is being done to landscape, it is
2002; Gobster et al., 2007), the image of landscape essential to recognise this relation. It is impotta
mirrors the state of our society (Jessel, 2006). We to bear in mind that fulfilling the human need for
still often witness reckless wastage and destractio beauty is essential for the comfort of mankind and
of natural goods, including landscape. Landscape is for the feeling of happiness (Michal, 2000). At the
being devastated in the name of development. same time, landscape is an important attribute for
While in the past landscape was used and orientation, and it also fulfils basic emotionakde
cultivated with respect, it nowadays seems to be for relaxation, identification or stimulation (Jegs
used mainly for the purposes of economic growth. 2006). Ewald (2001) points out that beautiful
However, there are consequences — just as manlandscape is the keystone of tourism all over the
changes his environment, the environment forces world. Insufficient regard for aesthetic langige
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values is therefore an environmental issue. conclude that the way we perceive landscape is an
Léw and Michal (2003) state that if rational important aspect of landscape (Skabraha, 2006).
psychological and sociological argumentation It is likely that some key landscape preferences
provide statistical proof of the need for have developed in response to the pressure of
aesthetically valuable landscape, we should selection in the course of thousands of years of
consider this need to be equal in value to the need human history (Tveit, 2009; Stibral et al., 2009),
for economic growth, which has had priority until for example preferences for landscape offering a
now. The question arises: what landscape is prospect or, conversely, a refuge. General
considered to be aesthetically valuable for soiety aesthetics, including landscape aesthetics, became
a matter of interest (especially in philosophy) in
2. Landscape aesthetics about the B century AD (Lothian, 1999).
According to Stibral (2005), in the Czech Republic
According to Sklenika (2003), situations when an  the most crucial historical period for landscape
aesthetic object and its recipient can be detemiine aesthetics was the . 2entury.
and when at the same time their mutual relation can What was done with landscape in the
be perceived as an aesthetic experience, are takerl7" century can be regarded as a “landscape
to be the subject matter of aesthetics. An aestheti revolution”. Landscape modifications in the
experience leads to a judgement with the basic baroque period, for example trees lining roads, and
categories of artistic aesthetics: beautiful anly ug the establishment of pilgrim routes and chapels,
(Valenta, 2008). Zuska (2009) points out that were the first aesthetically-motivated modificagon
aesthetic judgement always refers to a specific to landscape in history (Sklgkia, 2003). Sadlo et
object and requires active participation of thednin al. (2005) claim that the baroque period brought
with all its “massiveness”. significant empowerment of human influence on
Although landscape aesthetics and assessment oflandscape. At that time humans began to determine
landscape scenery should be a basic component ofthe character of landscape.
any comprehensive approach to landscape (Ewald, The period of romanticism, at the end of"18
2001; Vorel, 2006), landscape aesthetics has notcentury and the beginning of the ™ &entury,
yet been established as a scientific discipline featured a “cult of nature”. According to Skl&ke
dealing with aesthetic phenomena in the Czech (2003), in this period feelings were held to be
landscape (Michal, 2000). On the other hand, superior to reason. This resulted not just in mass
Zuska (2009) argues that, mainly in recent decades, exploration of the beauties of nature, but alsthe
an explosive development of environmental development of tourism and in adaptation of rural
aesthetics has emerged, pointing above all to A. landscape. The end of "9century and the
Carlson, the promoter of environmental aesthetics. beginning of the 20 century (the Art Nouveau
period) was the high point of the aesthetic
2.1 Historical development of the perception of perception of landscape (Stibral, 2005). Nature was
landscape aesthetics in the Czech lands regarded as a demonstration of life-power.
However, by the end of the #@entury decadence
Aesthetic preferences for landscape types and and avant-garde ideas appeared. These cultural
qualities are not something natural, and have not streams despised nature and pointed to the
been consistent through the ages. Stibral (2005) artificiality of civilisation. Gallows frames and
states that aesthetic valuation is based on cultura giant huge reservoirs were considered to be ideally
background, and that aesthetic values change inbeautiful landscape features. Stibral et al. (2009)
time. He refers to the example that woods, point out that nature was considered to be
mountains and rocks, often considered attractive something boring.
nowadays, were in the past symbols of ugliness. In the late 1960s, the situation began to reverse.
The history of gardens also confirms that aesthetic The hippie generation deprecated bourgeois
preferences as regards nature and landscape changmaterialistic culture. They appreciated the
with the development of knowledge, philosophy, simplicity, beauty and wisdom of nature (Stibral,
ideas and culture (Vorel, 2006). We can generally 2005).
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2.2 What is the essence of the aesthetic value of
nature?

A quality is generally defined as an attribute or
property of a thing answering the question “how
good is it?” Daniel (2001) points out that, in the

mill) is usually assessed as having a high level of
aesthetic value (Vorel, 2006).

Vorel et al. (2003) assume that the aesthetic
value of landscape is due to natural and cultural
values, a harmonic scale and relation in the
landscape. Vorel et al. (2006) define natural value

context of landscape assessment, quality may beas a set of qualitative parameters of present-day

perceived in a range of very different ways.

Landscape quality may be presented in terms of the ecosystem,

providing for basic human physical needs (food,
water, refuge, recreation, etc.), in terms of mienta
and psychological needs (self-identification with
nature, feeling of power, etc.) or in terms of its
natural value.

Two basic approaches have been considered inattributes.

the field of landscape aesthetics — objective and
subjective approaches (Lothian, 1999; Daniel,
2001). From the objective point, the aesthetic
values of landscape are due to its attributes,

ecosystems that are related to the sustainability o
the representativeness of its
attributes in relation to the site, its spatial
parameters and the unity of interactions among
ecosystems and significant natural landscape
features. In other words, natural values are due to
the presence, type and structure of natural
As examples, we can use
geomorphological relief, woods, dispersed
vegetation, meadows, wetlands, water flows, dams
and lakes with coastal flora. Human activities
which can be considered as cultural values

whereas the subjective approach regards landscapenowadays form an integral part of the whole

value as a product of the human mind.

Lothian (1999) mentioned that modern
philosophers tend toward a subjective approach.
On the other hand, Daniel (2001) points out that
the rational and popular solution is a combination

landscape (Sadlo et al., 2005). While some cultural
attributes can, according to Michal (2009), enhance
the aesthetic value of landscape, other attribates

neutral or harmful. Cultural values in landscape
can be present in the form of sacred architecture

of these two approaches, because landscape and thand historical objects, e.g. castles, ruins, chatea

human perception of landscape interact mutually. pilgrim churches, chapels, etc. From the aesthetic
The aesthetic value of landscape is based on thepoint of view, an interesting landscape may be
relation between landscape characteristics and thecharacterised by attributes such as narrow field
effect of these characteristics on a human observer strips (plough land), sunken paths, terraces, rocky
(e. g. Daniel, 2001; Vorel et al., 2003; Jessel, walls, etc (Vorel et al., 2006). At the same tirtte
2006). configuration of such attributes in landscape iy ve
important (Ewald 2001). Jessel (2006) states that
cultural landscape attributes, internally connected
with certain symbolic meanings, give uniqueness to
The objective approach considers aesthetic value tothe landscape. Vorel et al. (2003) state that even
be an inherent quality of landscape. Assuming an the layout of a building, or the architectural foofn
understanding of beauty, until recent times most buildings, can also provide aesthetic value.
philosophers tended toward this approach. Harmonic scale in landscape is closely linked with
The objective approach is based on certain unity between human activities and the
assumptions adopted by experts. Landscape isenvironment. Physically, it is a matter of
assessed according to these assumptions (Lothianharmonizing the overall scale with the detailed
1999). For example, Jessel (2006) claims that the scale (Vorel et al., 2003). However, Michal (2000)
aesthetic values of landscape are due to a range ofpoints out that in practice the term “unity” needs
landscape attributes and landscape character, orbe more specified.
due to a combination of these attributes. Landscape Léw and Michal (2003) assume that it is
that attracts the observer with a legible and possible, within the aesthetical value of landscape
memorable structure or with its unusual character, that is apparent from its image, to use ecological
its appearance, its smell, the sound of natural or values. Daniel (2001), on the other hand, points ou
artificial attributes (e.g. a group of trees, some that aesthetic value may be, but need not begcklat
bushes, a waterfall, rocks, a chapel, a churcla or to the level of ecological value (assuming that we

The objective approach
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are able to evaluate this level). He assumes hirat t
relation is independent of the type of ecosystem.
Vorel (2006) considers the following factors to be
contextual values that are usually equivalent & th
aesthetic value of landscape:

» unusual character, valuable and well-preserved
scenery that is natural or close to the natural
state;

« the feeling of healthy, harmonic and habitable
landscape;

* vividness and dominance of natural attributes,
beauty and agronomical usefulness of the
landscape.

Aesthetic attributes with objective aesthetic value
are, according to Valenta (2008): specific shages o
landscape attributes, a variety of attributes i@ th
landscape, contrasts of attributes in the landscape
asymmetry of landscape attributes and their
specific colouring, the shape and distance of the
horizon.

The objective approach to landscape aesthetic
values results in a kind of aesthetic standard
determining people’s taste, and vice versa. It is
important, according to Léw and Michal (2003), to
differentiate aesthetic standards within different
types of landscape according to the level of human
influence. It is also important to realize that not
only landscape but also human society is a
dynamic system. That is why Jessel (2006) points
out that it is necessary to bear in mind that fitur
generations will most likely have different
aesthetic preferences. In accordance with the
dynamics of standards, Michal (2000) points out
the need to update and maintain these preferences
and, if necessary for reasons of internal
inconsistency, to break with them and change
them. Aesthetic standards are the keystone for
expert-based of landscape assessment.

The subjective approach

The subjective approach regards the aesthetic
quality of landscape as a product of the human
mind based on an interpretation of what we
perceive (Lothian, 1999). People’s landscape
preferences differ as a result of different ways of
perceiving. The external features of landscape are
considered to be an impulse that evokes a relevant
psychological response (Vorel, 2006). This
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response is manifested either as direct sensory
percept or as percept resulting from cognition.(e.g
legibility, mystery, refuge/prospect) (Daniel,
2001). The way of “reading” a landscape is then
influenced by memories, associations and
imagination and, ultimately by each symbol evoked
by the landscape (Lothian, 1999). The subjective
approach was adopted by most philosophers at the
end of the 28 century (Lothian, 1999).

The properties of observers spring from the
individuality of each human being, and they
influence the way in which landscape is perceived
(Vorel, 2006). It has not yet been established what
kinds of sense-perceiving, cognitive interpretagion
and/or emotions/feelings are relevant for assessing
the aesthetic qualities of landscape (Daniel, 2001)
This topic is still under discussion.

Valenta (2008) points out some properties of an
observer that have an influence on evaluating
landscape aesthetics:

» Psychological type and social role The
personality of each person influences his/her
action and decision-making in different
situations. Significant factors for ultimate
aesthetic judgement, according to Skikni
(2003), are a person’s psychic (aesthetic)
background (e.g. his or her aesthetic feeling,
aesthetic motivation, aesthetic posture, taste,
aesthetic ideas and aesthetic creativity). At the
same time, a person’s social role in landscape
always leads to a shift in valuating criteria.
This results in a shift in personal subjective
landscape preferences (Michal, 2000). Humans
usually have a reason for entering a landscape,
and this reason necessarily affects the
landscape assessment. Michal (2000) mentions
that the relationship (positive, neutral,
indifferent, negative) between human observer
and landscape is not established in terms of
objective landscape properties, but in terms of
its meanings and values. Thus the same
landscape may be a workplace for one
observer (a peasant, a developer, a miner)
while for another observer it is just an
aesthetic object (a tourist) or, for example, a
beloved home. Moreover, the values ascribed
to landscape by different observers are
significantly influenced by their existential
situation (Michal, 2000).
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 Attitude to landscape Aesthetic assessment » an open disquieting space;
of landscape is deeply influenced by our < impressive (shocking) extremeness, unusual
understanding of landscape. Either we do not scenery.
understand it as a peculiar phenomenon, or we
do. If we do not, the landscape is just an It is important to point out that, although the
outcome of the objects, powers and relations understanding of landscape is inherently connected
involved in it. Alternatively, we understand with feelings and experiences of personality, it is
landscape as a peculiar phenomenon with its likely that there is a certain level of conformity
own rules, and then we ascribe a personality to landscape assessment. Various authors (Jessel,
it (Sadlo, 1994). 2006; Vorel, 2006 and others) have found the
» Genius loci This term is often used in relation  foundations of this conformity in collective
to landscape. We can translate it as “spirit of experience with landscape, a collective cultural
the place”. Cilek (2002) mentions that genius background and generally stated society-wide
loci is an attribute of the distinctive judgements.
atmosphere of a place or area, when the
atmosphere is perceived in a subjective 2.3 Approaches to the assessment of landscape

manner. The sense of the spirit is distinctive aesthetics
not just in the surrounding landscape, but at
the same time inside us (Valenta, 2008). Assessments of landscape aesthetics must answer

» Aesthetic imagination Imagination is the  the question: what visual qualities are better than
ability to evoke from our mind images, others (Daniel, 2001). Skleika (2003)
symbols or other fantasies. emphasizes that aesthetic valuation is always, to a

certain degree, a subjective activity. This acjivit
As Michal (2000) states, only observers who can does not change the object physically, but provides
read aesthetic values from a landscape can perceivet with an aesthetic value. Léw and Michal (2003)
them. Yet he assumes that the ability to read a suggest that it is possible to achieve objectiuity
landscape is a general and permanently present par@aesthetic assessment through conformity of
of our perception. Tveit (2009) says that landscape different people’s judgements.
is legible when it is well understandable for an There are two approaches to the assessment of
observer and easy to remember. Stibral (2005) landscape aesthetics (Valenta, 2008):
states that an aesthetic attitude requires a
disinterested observer. For the resulting aesthetic e« The comprehensive approach (sensual)

judgement, he claims, self-identification of an “incorporating” man into the landscape;
observer with the landscape is important. « The cognitive approach (rational, scientific,
According to Vorel (2006), self-identification is and distanced) affected by preliminary cultural
usual mainly in landscapes with strong cultural or personally experienced landscape attribute
significance and tradition of the site. This is selection criteria.

because these values impart meaning, a unique

character and uniqueness of impression to the According to Valenta (2008), the comprehensive

landscape in the understanding of the observer. (sensual) approach is based on personal contact
Vorel (2006) considers the following factors to with landscape, i.e. on perceiving landscape with

be emotional values of landscape, related to its all the human senses. Landscape becomes a source

aesthetic level: of values, and the observer becomes a recipient.

The comprehensive approach does aopriori

 richness and variety of shapes (habitus and perceive landscape as an object of assessment, but

texture of flora); as something that influences the observer
* richness of colours (variety, scale of hues) unconsciously.  Landscape  aesthetic  value
« typical colouring at different times of the year manifests itself in the sensual perception of the
(colour variability) observer. He perceives the shape of the attributes,
« typical colouring of a place; the organization of the attributes, the colouring a
« a cosy living space on an intimate scale; texture, the smell, the murmur, the humidity, the
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coolness, the breeze, etc. (Vorel, 2006). The tresul that methods for registering visual qualities are
of an intuitive assessment is not based on rational partly based on a description of landscape
analysis. It is not based on thinking in terms &we ¢ attributes (various types of vegetation and
formulate in words. It aims to become generalised attributes of landscape structure) and are alsechas
aesthetic judgement: “l like it / | don't like it” on landscape characteristics (the typical order of
(Michal, 2000). attributes in landscape scenery, their shape and
By contrast, the cognitive approach considers proportion). The aim of landscape analysis is to
landscape to be an image or scenery in which we establish a set of dominant point attributes, line
look for qualities expected and defined by humans attributes and spatial attributes and an
(Valenta, 2008). Within this approach, the relation understanding of their structures (mutual
between man and landscape is based on definedfunctional, spatial, ecological, social or other
criteria and rules of aesthetic valuation. Michal connections) (Vorel, 2006). It is also necessary to
(2000) points out that it may be impossible to use recognize the morphology of terrain, vegetation
rational analysis (a cognitive approach) for and attributes of civilisation related to the
aesthetic landscape values, but that it is extrgmel settlement and agricultural use of landscape.
difficult to achieve objectivity with this approach Vorel et al. (2003) point out the need to pay
Vorel (2006) points out that the variables in attention to two visually perceived groups of
aesthetic landscape assessment may be thelandscape-spatial properties:
observing circumstances, or in other words, the
perception of landscape (e.g. observation track, e Structure of landscape attributes the pattern
angle of view, daytime, season, etc.) Palmer and and dominancy of natural or artificial
Lankhorst (1998) state that especially changes in components is the essence of landscape type.

landscape in the course of a year are significant f On the basis of these attributes we can
aesthetic assessment. Colour and contrast play a  characterise landscape as agricultural,
significant positive role in this valuation (Arriazt woodland or lakeland, etc.

al., 2004). Ewald (2001) considers distanc_e, orthe .« Configuration of natural attributes: the
scale of an observed landscape, to be an important structure and different meanings of natural

factor, and he states that landscape is beautiful attributes, their relation with landscape and its
above all in long-distance views. proportions, unity or disunity (conflict), are
Systematic valuation of visual qualities arose and mirrored in the landscape image.

was developed mainly in the second half of th& 20

century (Daniel, 2001). Two different approaches Another important property of landscape is its

were discussed in this period: expert-based spatial composition. Vorel (2006) points out that

assessment and perception-based assessmenghe final assessment of the aesthetic quality of
(Lothian, 1999). While expert-based assessment of landscape may be influenced by the shape and
the aesthetic qualities of landscape is used in delimitation of spaces. At the same time, the

management of nature and landscape, perception-relation between spatial depth and terrain mass (or
based assessment is used for scientific purposesspace) is also important. A spatial scale related t

(Daniel, 2001). the human scale has the same effect. Vorel (2006)
assumes a positive influence of unambiguously and
Expert-based assessment understandably delimited spaces with vivid

horizons or dominant features. In terms of
Expert-based assessment is founded on the orientation, the possibility to distinguish diffete
objective approach to aesthetic landscape qualities spaces and their vividness is one of the key factor
It aims to define landscape scenery qualities and that format landscape character (Vorel, 2006).
attributes. Attributes of landscape scenery are Jessel (2006) points out that the overall character
characterised using variables that define e. dr the of landscape cannot be defined only with the use of
shape, linearity, structure and colour. These individual indicators. It can only be described in
attributes are subsequently connected with words.
properties such as variety, unity, uniqueness and The effect of a dominant attribute plays a
distinctness (Daniel, 2001). Jessel (2006) claims significant role in determining the uniqueness and
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legibility of landscape scenery (Vorel, 2006). In quality are naturalness, vividness, variety andyuni
monotonous landscape, observation is mentally (Clay and Smidt, 2004).
tiring or leads to a discomfort, while in unique Expert-based assessment results in classification
memorable landscape observation results in of landscape into three categories: landscape with
interest, understanding and comfort (Vorel, 2006). low, medium and high aesthetic value (Daniel,
The dominant attribute in landscape may be an 2001).
unusual terrain formation, a lake, the silhouefta o While expert-based assessment is assumed to be
city or a castle, or even a typical way of farming. identical with public opinion (Clay and Smidt,
Other features may be, for example, the spatial 2004), deep-rooted aesthetic values may have
formation of attributes that underline or create different meanings for different persons or groups
dominant landscape features, e.g. vivid features of (Jessel, 2006). The question is, whether expert-
symmetry, asymmetry, gradation, rhythm, contrast based assessment can be compared in validity with

or unity (Vorel, 2006). generally stated aesthetic preferences. Lothian
Vorel (2006) gives some examples of (1999) suggested adjustments to precise expert-
conventional aesthetic landscape values: based assessment: changing quality-determining

criteria in accordance with general preferences;

« the visible effect of parts of nature with a obtaining representative preferences through
natural appearance (e.g. an indented wood- consulting a sample of at least 30 persons with no
edge, a watercourse with meanders and professional background.
attendant greenery, a body of water framed by The rules and guidelines for expert-based
woods); assessment are commonly defined by law or

« valuable ecosystems in landscape scenery (e.g.methodology, e.g. in England and Scotland by
littoral zones of ponds, rocky clifts covered Sanwick et al. (2002), in the Czech Republic
with grass and bushes); by Vorel et al. (2003), in the USA by US DOT

« the natural character of dominant landscape (1981, 1991a, 1991b, 1999) in Clay and Smidt
features and horizons that delimit spaces (2004), etc.

(rocky or woody horizons, the significant
shape of a dominant terrain feature); Advantages and disadvantages of expert-based

« a natural environment with traditional farming assessment
(typical segmentation of fields, vineyards);

» a well-balanced relation between relatively
natural areas and areas of agriculture;

 landscape with a high proportion of dispersed
greenery (attendant and line greenery, solitary
trees);

» small-scale landscape structure;

* unity of natural environment and buildings (a
house on a steep mountain slope, a farmhouse
among ponds);

 unity of natural environment and settlements
(dispersed settlements on hillsides, solitary
farmhouses and buildings, compact estates of
rural villages amid garden greenery and with a

According to Lothian (1999), the major advantage
of expert-based assessment is its practical
efficiency. Compared to the cognitive approach,
the expert-based approach is less time-consuming
and less expensive.

According to Daniel (2001), the weakness of the
expert-based approach is the low resolution of
different levels. As stated above, the result of an
expert-based analysis is a distribution of landecap
areas into three groups with different aesthetic
qualities. A substantial part of landscape is very
often categorized as landscape of medium quality.
Expert-based assessment is deeply dependent on
. ) the professional knowledge of the assessor.

Cherh as the domlnz_;mt feature_), L Different experts produce different assessments,
* unity of natgral environment in combmaﬂon and there is insufficient assurance of reliability

with a dominant and valuable architectural papie| 2001). This is considered to be a further

structure (a pilgrim church, the Way of the  gisaqvantage of the approach. Even a renowned

Cross in landscape). assessor is of no advantage if the assumptions
underlying the aesthetic values are incorrect

In American expert-based assessment, the mOSt(| oshain 1999). On the other hand, some studies
widely used indicators of aesthetic landscape
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show a high level of consistency among different differences in perception between different groups
expert-based assessments (e.g. Palmer andof respondents, etc.
Lankhorst, 1998; Jessel, 2006).

Advantages and disadvantages of perception-based
Perception-based assessment assessment

Perception-based assessment is a subjectiveAn indisputable advantage of perception-based
approach_ It focuses on an individual as the assessment is its hlgh level of rellablllty everthwi
perceiving subject with his/her feelings, needs and @ small sample of informants (5-30) (Daniel, 2001).
imagination. It includes all aspects of the relatio The final assessment can easily be divided into a
between man and nature (Jessel, 2006). Lothian larger number of groups. This leads to greater
(1999) states that the perception-based approachexactness (Tveit, 2009) The resolution of visual
combines psychophysica| proceduresl visual |andscape quallty is determined by a rating scale.
stimulation of landscape, and statistical analysis. The Likert scalg which transforms an ordinal
The way to establish landscape aesthetic quality in Scale to an interval scale (Disman, 1993), is usefu
o measurable, manageable and predictable mannerif @ minimum of five, and preferably seven
is by app|y|ng a perception_based assessment ofcategories, are be used (eg Palmer and Lankhorst,
landscape aesthetic qualities, assessing different1998; Arriaza et al., 2004; Van den Berg and
spatial formations or even the territories of a lsho ~ Koole, 2006).
nation (Lothian, 1999). A disadvantage of perception-based assessment
Perception-based assessment investigates publicis that it is relatively expensive, time-consuming
preferences (a random Samp|e or a Speciﬁc and difficult to Organise on site (Lothian, 1999)
sample). The researcher seeks an assessment of thEOr this reason, photographs are usually used
level of landscape quality (visual qualities, sceni instead of real landscape (which was used e.g. in
qualities, scenic beauty), or preferences for wario ~ Clay and Smidt, 2004; De Val et al., 2003; Tveit,
landscape sceneries. The results are statistically 2009). To assure reliability of the study, the
processed and evaluated. The final result is the researcher must follow certain rules when taking
identification of landscape properties stated by Ppictures. Uhliova (2003) formulated the main
members of the public to be of aesthetic quality. ~ rules: when taking a picture, always note the date
The perception_based approach uses Choicesyand hOUr, the SpOt where the shot was taken, the
rankings or ratings (usua"y based on photographs) direction of the Shot, the focal Iength, and the
provided by a sample of human respondents elevation of the camera (usually 60 — 180 cm);
(Daniel, 2001). Many recent scientific studies have Wide-angle camera lenses deform terrain, buildings
dealt with this topic. Each study has its spedia:a ~ and vegetation, making them appear lower and
e. g. Arriaza et al. (2004) presented a methodology farther away than in reality; telephoto lenses zoom
for assessing the visual quality of agricultural distant objects and distort the perspective; the be
landscape through direct and indirect landscape Option is to use camera with 50 mm focal length
evaluation techniques; Bulut and Yilmaz (2009) (up to 70 mm is allowed) ; when taking shots from
presented suggestions about the use of waterscaped height (e.g. from a tower) it is necessary tenot
in landscape design and in planning by determining this down; if possible, a tripod should be used to
which water types bear a high visual reserve value; ensure stability of the camera when taking
Clay and Smidt (2004) found (on the basis of a Panoramic photos; do not use any kind of
study of highways) that the descriptor variables Photographic filter, apart from a polarizer, a
used by experts can produce results indicating Skylight or a UV filter; take shots in good weather
public preferences; De Val et al. (2006) analyzed conditions. It is necessary to avoid morning or
the relationships between landscape visual quality €vening fog, but at midday the light can be too
and landscape structural properties; Ode et al. sharp and contrastive. Palmer and Lankhorst
(2009) explored the relationship between landscape
preference and three landscape indicators of * Likert scale = a scale for measuring the statesenft

naturalness; Rogge et al. (2007) highlighted the informants (statements are proposed for informants they
are asked to mark their degree of agreement/disamgmet on

a scale)
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(1998) emphasized that the pictures should be a society defines ecologically stable and healthy
mutually similar in terms of conditions such as,sky landscape as beautiful, the implication is that the
air, clouds and light, because these have a society is healthy and stable, and vice versa
fundamental impact on our aesthetic impression of (Daniel, 2001). This approach shifts the meaning of
landscape. It should also be added that not only perception-based assessment to a prediction or a
pictures but also new technologies can be used for reflection of the pathological preferences of
landscape visualisation (Daniel, 2001). society.

Another disadvantage of perception-based Lothian (1999) points out that although a
assessment is time instability, because man is perception-based assessment of aesthetic landscape
influenced in his judgements, by his mood, or by qualities may provide objective results, a certain
his momentary attitude toward landscape, seasons,degree of distortion may be introduced by the
weather, etc. (Valenta, 2008). formulation and evaluation of the questionnaire.

A further disadvantage is the impossibility of
validating such research. Its validity cannot be 3. Conclusions
verified because there is no consensus about the

definition of the aesthetic quality of landscape Society should bear in mind that the relationship
(Daniel, 2001). between man and landscape is mutual. In other
Large divergences emerge when different groups words the more landscape is devastated, the worse
of informants are examined. According to Van den man’s environment will be. Although pressure on
Berg and Koole (2006), farmers, the elderly, and |andscape use and exploitation still appears to be
people with low incomes and a low level of jncreasing, the aesthetic values of landscape must
education prefer orderly landscapes, while young pe respected. In order to respect aesthetic vatues
people, people with high incomes and good |andscape management it is necessary to have a
education, and supporters of “green” politics good understanding of them. This paper has aimed
prefers “wild” landscape. Van den Berg and Koole to clarify what the aesthetic value of landscape is
(2006) note that that there is a strong correlation gnd how it can be assessed.
between level of education and level of income, Two approaches to the assessment of |andscape
and that level of education may have a very great gesthetics have been analysed. Aesthetic value can
influence. Dramsdat et al. (2006) and Tveit (2009) be Judged on the basis of Objective |and5cape
are more concrete in their research. They claimn tha properties or according to the subjective opinions
the key factor is the professional or study of observers. Lothian (1999) and Daniel (2001)
orientation (specialisation) of the informants; the gsyggest that the ideal tool for assessing aesthetic
preferences of ecologically-oriented students will landscape qualities could be a combination of
not be the same as the preferences of the rest Ofexpert-based and perception-based assessment.
society. What may or may not be of significant perception-based assessments can provide useful
influence is the place of residence of the infortnan esylts by comparing the preferences of society in
and his/her reason for staying in a landscape (Van general with the assumptions used in expert-based
der Berg and Koole, 2006; Tveit, 2009). Unlike assessments. Although such a studies exist yet (e.
“green” political orientation, however, gender, g Clay and Smidt (2004) used a method of this

religion and profession (with the exception of type in USA) to prove that in general, more studies
farming), have no fundamental influence on zre needed.

landscape preferences (Van der Berg and Koole,
2006).

Another question is what in fact the result of a
perception-based assessment constitutes. We may
assume that landscape is of high aesthetic value if This study was funded by the University-wide
informants provide such a finding on the basis of a Internal Grant Agency of the Czech University of
combination of perceptions, interpretations and Life Sciences, Prague (CIGA no. 20094209) and
feelings. But does this constitute real aesthetic Py grant of the Czech Ministry of Agriculture No.
quality? Socrates made a link between beauty and QI91C200 “Assessment of land consolidation
morality (Daniel, 2001). This would suggest that if effectiveness®.
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Abstract

Although landscape aesthetics presently attract great research interest, certain of their
aspects remain almost unexamined. This review highlights some understudied areas
of particular importance for landscape management. The first issue is the need to
determine general principles of consensus formation concerning aesthetic preferences.
Aquestion fundamental top reserving aesthetic values is whether variability in
preferences is affected mainly by visual quality or by respondents’ characteristics.
If values are generally shared (i.e. independent of respondents’ individual
characteristics), the potential for preserving them is greater, as they can be
consideredless subjective. The aesthetics of rural settlement comprise another weak area
in current knowledge. Studies concerned with landscape aesthetics have focused
primarily on open landscape, while rural settlement as a distinctive landscape has been
neglected. The review includes a short reflection arguing that there exists a relationship
between rural aesthetics and rural identity. As rural identity has its physical components,

it has aesthetic impacts.

KEYWORDS: Aesthetic preferences; judgement variability; landscape perception;

visual quality assessment; aesthetics of rural settlements



1. Rural Identity and Visual Aesthetic Qualities

In its physical aspect, rural identity is based on site characteristics (Ihatsu, 2005). These
are continually influenced by all events occurring within a territory. One of the most
intense and influential events is urban development. If urban development does not
reflect an area’s existing rural identity, then that original identity may be easily
disrupted. Meanwhile, if the new development brings with it no new site-specific
characteristics of its own, there is no possibility to create a cohesive new identity.
Therefore, an influx of new inhabitants often results in disruption or even destruction of

rural identity (Ryan, 2002) and landscape character.

Urban development is prevailingly caused by incoming residents seeking
proximity to natural elements (Ryan, 2002) and privacy. However, the spatial projection
of such desires leads to devaluation of urban and open landscapes —giving rise to urban
sprawl as defined by Hnilicka (2005). Thus, both the original and even the new
inhabitants obtain little benefit from such development. Areas lose the very
characteristics for which the new inhabitants had chosen them and with which the
original inhabitants had internally identified. Paradoxically, therefore, urban
development with no regard for aesthetic values can destroy the very reason for that
development’s occurring in the first place (Sullivan, 1994). Thus, preservation of rural

identity is important not only for planners but also for the inhabitants.

To prevent negative impacts of urban development, it is necessary first to find a
way to define the important characteristics of rural identity. One way to express the

physical part of identity is through aesthetics. Aesthetically valuable landscapes allow



for creating clear and precise mental images, as shown in the research of Hagerhall
(2001). Because identity is a complex of characteristics creating together an
incommutable substance of particular subjects (Petrackova, et al., 2000), the ability to

create a mental image of a landscape is very delicately associated with that identity.

The authors of several studies have come to the conclusion that regulation is the
only valid means for preserving and improving aesthetic values (Stamps & Nasar, 1997,
Nasar & Kang, 1999). But those values must first be precisely identified through
research. Moreover, the general validity of the identified values must be proven to
enable protection that is in the public interest. In the field of aesthetics, the level of
public consensus on values may be considered a cogent argument for their general

validity.

2. Basic Approaches to Identifying Visual Aesthetic Qualities of Landscape

Two basic approaches to assessing visual aesthetic qualities of landscape have been
established in recent decades: the expert-based and perception-based approaches. These
are used mostly in assessing open landscapes. They may be used as well, however, for

assessing settlements, inasmuch as a settlement is an integral part of a landscape.

The expert-based approach works on the assumption that aesthetic qualities of
landscape are independent of the observer (i.e. that aesthetic value is an intrinsic quality
of the landscape). Visual aesthetic qualities are then examined by identifying and
quantifying landscape elements and characteristics with known aesthetic effects (e.g.
Daniel, 2001; Jessel, 2006). The assessment is performed by experts assessing landscape

on the basis of their own experiences and defined criteria. The criteria are usually



grounded in general methodologies (e.g. Low & Michal, 2003; Swanawick et al., 2002;
\orel et al., 2003) or are defined by the experts themselves. In any case, the use of

criteria should be based on previous extensive research proving their validity.

Many authors report diverse criteria for visual aesthetic quality assessment (i.e.
landscape elements and characteristics). Essentially, both natural and cultural elements

are recognized (Ryan, 2002).

Perception-based assessment is the outcome of a subjective approach which
considers aesthetic qualities to be a product of man’s perception (Lothian,1999).
Particular landscape elements and characteristics are regarded as stimuli inducing
relevant psychological responses (i.e. sensory perception and/or perception arising from

cognition) (Daniel, 2001).

In perception-based assessment, respondents within a sample area are asked to
express their preferences for different landscape sceneries. This approach is thus more
demanding in terms of time and money than is an expert-based approach. On the other
hand, perception-based assessment provides deeper knowledge about the causes and
stratification of aesthetic preferences. Expert-based assessment usually results in
dividing landscape into just three categories: landscape with low, medium and high
aesthetic quality (Daniel, 2001). Moreover, in contrast to the expert-based approach, the
reliability and validity of perception-based assessment is relatively easy to verify using
statistical methods. Therefore, perception-based assessment is most used for scientific
purposes. As the factors driving aesthetic perception are being identified, perception-
based assessment is providing important findings useful for expert-based assessment,

and particularly for establishing assessment criteria.



In landscape management, expert-based assessment is widely used for
determining the visual aesthetic qualities of a landscape (Ode et al., 2009) while
benefitting from low costs and time demands. When based upon well-defined criteria, it
is sufficiently reliable and at the same time provides complex insight into the landscape
character. If, on the other hand, criteria are defined poorly and based purely on experts’
experience, then the results may be significantly variable (Clay & Smidt, 2004). Thus,

expert-based assessment should build upon findings of perception-based research.

3. Research on Driving Factors of Landscape Aesthetic Perception

A rural landscape comprises a unique mix of natural and cultural values (Ryan, 2002).
Even as landscape mediates our perception of the world, it also is a means by which we
actively influence the world (Jorgensen, 2011).In recent decades, therefore, researchers
have been prompted more closely to study landscape’s visual aesthetic qualities. Based
on knowledge thus obtained, they have come to the conclusion that an aesthetically
valuable environment is very important to the well-being of humankind and society.
Kates (1966) and Kurdoglu and Kurdoglu (2010) were convinced that an aesthetically
valuable environment has significant impact on a person’s mental health. Angileri and
Toccolini (1993) stressed an interconnection between the visual aesthetic qualities of a
landscape and its biodiversity. According to Jessel (2006,) landscape’s visual aesthetic
quality is a substantial part of cultural heritage. Simultaneously, that visual aesthetic
quality of a landscape is important for the overall contentment of a local community
(Florida et al., 2010). Last but not least, that quality is important for the tourist trade

(Ewald, 2001). Thus, protection of landscape’s visual aesthetic quality may be



considered in the public interest. In some countries, therefore, official methodologies for
its assessment and protection have been compiled. Such examples include England and
Scotland (Swanwick et al., 2002), the Czech Republic (Lo6w & Michal, 2003;Vorel et al.,

2003), and the United States (Clay & Smidt, 2004).

Studies concerning rural landscape character have been numerous in recent
decades. Since the 1960s (Kates, 1966), open landscape (i.e. landscape outside
settlements) has become a central point of research interest (e.g. Angileri & Toccolini,
1993; Arriaza et al., 2004; Kaplan & Kaplan, 1983). As shown below, many authors
have tried to identify those factors driving positive or negative impacts on the overall
aesthetic effect of open landscape. Landscape of rural settlements, on the other hand, has
been relatively neglected (Walker & Ryan, 2008). More precisely, it is being studied
from the architectural point of view but not as the landscape which it in fact is (see
Council of Europe, 2000). The scope of studies focused on landscape of rural
settlements belies the importance of this issue. Public attitudes concerning open
landscape have been intensely studied (e.g. Coeterier, 1996; Kaplan & Kaplan, 1983;
Ode et al., 2009). It has been found that perception of open landscape is strongly
influenced by such elements as vegetation (Angileri & Toccolini, 1993), water elements
(Bulut & Yilmaz, 2009; Dramstad et al., 2006; Hammitt et al. 1994) or meadows (Clay
& Daniel, 2000). Vividness, variety and unity are generally considered to be basic
characteristics (Clay & Smidt, 2004). Some other authors also stress openness (Rogge et
al., 2007; Strumse, 1994), colour contrast (Arriaza et al., 2004), naturalness (Ode et al.,
2009; Palmer, 2004; Van den Berg &Koole, 2006), typicality (Fyhri et al., 2009; Stamps

& Nasar, 1997), or age of structures (Tilt et al., 2007). According to Rogge et al. (2007)



demographic characteristics (e.g. the profession of the respondent) may also play an
important role in shaping perception. They have identified differences in attitudes

toward landscapes between farmers, other local residents and experts.

As noted already, considerably less attention has been devoted to research of
rural settlement landscape. While rural settlements are undoubtedly integral parts of
rural landscapes (and at the same time they constitute landscapes of their own),
researchers are mostly focused on open landscapes. If they mention rural settlements at
all, they often refer to these as an element of an open landscape. In some studies
concerned with the appearance of rural settlements (e.g. Ryan, 2002; Tilt et al., 2007)

researchers were mostly focused on issues other than aesthetic values.

Thus, rural settlement as a landscape has been neglected in the vast majority of
studies. Even Walker and Ryan (2008) have noted that not many authors were focused
on the influence of rural structures on observers’ perceptions. In their paper, they stated
that natural elements are more important than are cultural ones for the character of rural
landscape. At the same time, however, Ryan (2002) regards aesthetic quality of urban
development to be crucial in the overall perception of rural character. It is therefore
unsettling to know that respondents generally regard settlements as having the lowest
aesthetic qualities (Kalivoda et al., 2010; Stamps, 1994). In fact, though, settlements
may be accorded relatively high preferences when they fit certain characteristics

(Kalivoda et al., 2010), and that is why this matter merits increased attention.

Nasar and Kang (1999) examined the aesthetic impacts of some specific
characteristics of buildings when assessing 15 different architectural styles. This study

brought them to a conclusion that traditional forms are preferred. Similar conclusions



have emerged from other studies, such as those of Stamps and Nasar (1997), Kalivoda et
al. (2010) or Banski and Wesolowska (2010). In another study, Stamps (1994) examined
the influence of contextuality on aesthetic preferences. He concluded that context is
more important than appearance of particular buildings. He observed that buildings are
better perceived in uniform than in diverse contexts. Thus, each building should be
adapted to its surrounding in terms of its scale and character. In the context of rural
settlements, family houses are preferred (Sullivan, 1994). Lot size and presence of
greenery are also important elements according to Sullivan. Pynnonen et al. (2005)
confirmed Sullivan’s finding, stating that small lots are disturbing to rural character
while presence of greenery helps integrate new development into old structures. The
importance of greenery was confirmed also by Stamps (1997), who noted that the
influence of other disturbing elements, such as electrical wires or parking cars, is

considerably lower.

While these findings are important overall, they provide only a narrow
background for discussing the visual aesthetic qualities of rural settlement. That
discussion is highly important for the effective regulation of urban development. We
need first to identify rural settlement values (Ryan, 2002) in order to find out which ones

are worth protecting and even expanding.

4. Consensus in Perception of Visual Aesthetic Qualities

It is usually the main goal of most studies concerned with landscape’s visual aesthetic
value to identify elements and characteristics positively or negatively impacting on

perceptions of landscape (e.g. Bulut & Yilmaz, 2009; Palmer, 2004; Strumse, 1994).



Nevertheless, the perception of aesthetics is considered to be highly subjective (Eben
Saleh, 2001; Ewald, 2001). To what degree, then, is society in consensus about this
subjective perception? A certain degree of consensus may be expected among most
observers with regard to what constitutes their collective cultural and social milieu
(Hagerhall, 2001; Palmer & Hoffman, 2001). Thus, even though perception of visual
aesthetic quality is a subjective matter, visual quality itself may be regarded as a
generally shared (or even objective) value if a high level of consensus is proven. It is,
therefore, necessary to prove a high level of consensus in assessing visual aesthetics

(Kupka et al., 2010).

In a study by Nasar and Kang (1999), the authors quote H. J. Ganse (Nasar &
Kang, 1999 ex Gans 1974) who claims that a beautiful building is the one satisfying the
aesthetic standards of its user. Such a definition seemingly limits the need for consensus
on aesthetic values to just one person or a small group of people. In fact, however, its
inhabitants are not the only ones using a house. In a sense of aesthetic perception, each
observer is a user of architecture. The question remains whether we may find consensus
among all those users. If not, then aesthetics need to be regarded as an individual affair
and, as such, it is impossible to protect them. Research concerning consensus in
aesthetic preferences is, therefore, highly important. Such research provides a basis for
protecting aesthetic values and consequently also rural character inasmuch as aesthetics
constitute one of its manifestations. Daniel (2001) predicted a serious focus on
consensus-building efforts in future landscape management. Yet, research has devoted

only marginal attention (if any at all) to consensus in aesthetic preferences. Despite that



many authors consider consensus to be an important element (e.g. Hagerhall, 2001;

Purcell & Lamb, 1984), only very few of them have taken a serious look at the issue.

If the results of perception-based studies are to be used reliably, then it is
necessary to understand how and why opinions vary. Level of consensus may be
evaluated by examining the variability of expressed opinions. According to Hagerhall
(2001), variability may be affected by three factors: the visual aesthetic quality of
assessed landscapes, landscape type and the extent to which assessed landscapes meet

the idealized mental image for the given type, and variability among respondents.

Kates (1966) was one of the earliest to express an interest in aesthetic values and
consensus. In his reflective essay on landscape’s visual aesthetic quality, he assumed
there to be a high level of consensus at the negative extreme of a scale while positive
values constituted something highly subjective. At the same time, he came to a
conclusion that beauty and ugliness are not different extremes of a single scale but are
two independent scales. Unlike beauty, ugliness is something objective, definable.
Therefore, he suggested to measure ugliness and to prevent it. However, Dearden
(1981), along with many other later authors, did not share that opinion. He regarded
beauty and ugliness to be two extremes of one scale, and he assumed that consensus in
assessment grows with a rising level of a landscape’s beauty. In other words, the average

score is negatively correlated to the standard deviation.

Hagerhall (2001) also assumed a low level of variability for sceneries fitting, or
being close to an idealized mental image of a certain landscape type, and thus low
variability toward the positive end of a preference scale. Aesthetically neutral landscapes

will then probably show lower consensus (Daniel, 2001). Stamps and Nasar (1997)



pronounced the opinion that a high level of consensus can be presumed at both extremes
of a preference scale. In their study, they proved the highest preferences for sceneries
with low or middle divergence from an observer’s schema. That supports Hagerhall’s
theory of idealized mental images. Unlike Hagerhall, however, they presumed consensus
to exist also at the negative extreme. Similarly, Purcell and Lamb (1984) came to the
conclusion that variance differs according to the level of preference. Yet, they did not
look for a link between variance and aesthetic quality, but rather between variance and
ability to make a quick decision on rating (i.e. to judge whether a given landscape fits to

a certain type or image).

Along with Stamps and Nasar (1997), W. C. Sullivan (1994) claimed that
consensus is affected by schema known to the observer. By contrast, however, he
expected higher preferences for unusual sceneries (different from the known schema),
stressing a “sensation-seeking” effect. Like Sullivan, Purcell and Nasar (1992) assumed
that divergence from schema increases the attractiveness of scenery. Nevertheless,
cumulating of divergences may have just the opposite effect. In their later study,
however, Stamps and Nasar (1997) did not confirm this theory to be valid, as they did

not find an effect of so-called “sensation seeking” to be verifiable.

Although many authors have pronounced some conclusions regarding consensus,
these are just assumptions and not the results of research focused on consensus. Thus,
there is a serious gap in knowledge as to the visual aesthetic quality of landscape and its

effect on society.



5. Conclusions

The overview presented in this paper raises several important issues to resolve. The first
of these is the need to determine what are the general principles of consensus formation
in the field of visual aesthetic quality. This is crucial for consensus-building efforts, as
mentioned by Daniel (2001), and for argumentation as to the general public interest in

protecting those qualities.

Moreover, a need has emerged to consider the visual aesthetic quality of rural
settlements. Studies concerned with settlement aesthetics are usually conducted by
architects and from the architectural point of view. Settlements are distinctive
landscapes, however, and as such they should be examined by the same means as are
open landscapes. Most landscape-oriented studies focus only on the natural
environment, while research on the visual aesthetic quality of rural settlement

landscapes is practically non-existent.

The stated conclusions are particularly important today, when there is huge
pressure on rural identity, which is by its nature dynamic (Agyeman & Neal, 2009).
Urban development in particular and changes in landscape generally oftencause the loss
of specific environmental characteristics. Thus, society is deprived of a part of its
cultural heritage. We therefore need to examine all those factors impacting on rural
identity. Defining factors that are influencing consensus might help in preserving the

physical aspects of rural identity.
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DRIVING FACTORS FOR VISUAL LANDSCAPE
PREFERENCES IN PROTECTED LANDSCAPE AREAS”

Z.. Skrivanova, O. Kalivoda, P. Sklenicka

Czech University of Life Sciences Prague, Faculty of Environmental Sciences, Prague,
Czech Republic

The paper brings about results of a questionnaire survey on visual landscape preferences of Czech respondents — visitors of
several Protected Landscape Areas situated in the Czech Republic. To ensure a wide range of landscape scenes to be chosen
from, a set of 24 photographs divided into two groups — open landscapes and rural settlement landscapes — was at disposal.
Considering possible driving factors of visual landscape preferences, these groups were divided into six categories. For each
of them, two subcategories were consequently established. While open landscapes were generally positively rated, low ratings
were listed for rural settlement landscapes. Open landscape scenes involving a cultural or natural landmark were the most pre-
ferred, while photos depicting vast arable land or settlements were rated the lowest. In rural settlements, the level of typicality
of the buildings in the scenes seemed to be crucial. Among demographic data, gender and place of residence were found to be
driving factors for the landscape preferences of the respondents.

visual quality; scenic aesthetic assessment; landscape value; perception

INTRODUCTION

The attempts to define the aesthetic value of land-
scape have lasted for many years. This truly is not
an easy task, because perception and preferences for
landscape are a subjective thing (e.g. Ewald, 2001;
Arriaza etal., 2004). Nevertheless, due to collec-
tive experience with landscapes and common cultural
and social backgrounds, it is very likely some aes-
thetic values are shared (Hagerhall,2001; Palmer,
Hoffman, 2001), at least within the context of a given
era and culture.

From philosophical viewpoint, two paradigms of
aesthetic value in landscape have been established.
While in the past philosophers regarded the aesthetic
value of landscape as inherent in the physical land-
scape (objective paradigm), it has been considered as
a product of the mind and eye of the beholder (subjec-
tive paradigm) (Lothian, 1999;Daniel,2001)in
recent centuries. By analogy with these paradigms,
the following two approaches to assessing landscape
aesthetics were defined:

Expert-based approach. This kind of assessment
follows prescribed rules/guidelines and systematically
evaluates landscape aesthetics in terms of its physi-
cal features (e.g. form, line, texture, colour) and in
terms of the relationships among these features (e.g.

variety, unity, vividness, harmony) (Daniel, 2001).
The rules and guidelines for expert-based assessment
are commonly defined by law or by a methodology,
e.g. in England and Scotland by Swanwick et al.
(2002), in the Czech Republic by Vorel etal. (2003)
and Low, Michal (2003), and in the United States
by DOT regulations (1981, 1991a, 1991b, 1999) in
Clay, Smidt (2004). The aims of the expert-based
assessment are several. In the Czech Republic, for ex-
ample, the main objectives are to consider the effects
of a proposed building, activity or changes in land
use on landscape character or to provide diversified
protection of landscape character while helping local
governments to make appropriate decisions regarding
landscape changes (Vorel et al., 2003).
Perception-based approach. This approach is
based on the cooperation with a sample of respondents
who make selection, rankings or ratings of sceneries
presented usually in form of photographs (see e.g.
Clay, Smidt, 2004; de la Fuente de Val
et al., 2006; Tveit, 2009) (Daniel, 2001). The
aim of such assessments is to reveal the aesthetic
preferences of landscape values perceived by respond-
ents. For example, it has been found out that some
landscape elements, such as vegetation (Angileri,
Toccolini, 1993),water(Dramstad etal., 2006;
Bulut, Yilmaz 2009), presence of well-preserved
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man-made elements and mountains (Arriaza etal.,
2004), or meadows and flowers (Clay, Daniel,
2000), as well as certain visual attributes, e.g. open-
ness (Strumse, 1994), unity (Coeterier, 1996),
diversity (de la Fuente de Val etal., 2006),
and naturalness (Palmer, 2004; Ode etal., 2009),
are more appreciated by respondents than the others.

Studies on landscape preferences have also sug-
gested that respondents’ demographic characteristics,
such as occupation (Rogge etal., 2007) or level of
education (Angileri, Toccolini, 1993), may
play an important role.

Whereas expert-based assessment is widely em-
ployed in landscape management practice, perception-
based assessment is used mostly in the scientific field
(Daniel, 2001). As conflicts appear when expert-
based assessment diverges from public preferences
(de la Fuente de Val etal., 2006), combin-
ing objective and subjective approaches has recently
gained support (Daniel, 2001; Arriaza et al.,
2004; Stephenson, 2008). One such a combina-
tion presented by Stephenson (2008) is termed
the Cultural Value Model. This model includes three
components: forms (consisting of physical, tangible,
and measurable aspects of landscape), relationships
(proposed to encompass the relationships by people—
people interaction in the landscape, those generated by
people—landscape interactions, and valued relationships
within the landscape even where there is little or no
direct human involvement), and practices (capturing
the continuum of valued cultural practices and natural/
human processes of the landscape). Involving associ-
ated communities to help experts understand the nature
and range of cultural values (Stephenson, 2008)
can support the role of perception-based assessment.
Daniel (2001), on the other hand, states that the
role of perception-based assessments should shift
to diagnosing pathological preferences for aesthetic

GERMANY

Fig. 1. Locations of study areas
within the Czech Republic

qualities of landscape if those are inconsistent with
other important values, such as those of an ecological,
cultural or historical nature.

The aims of our study are as follows: (1) to find
out what differences exist among respondents’ pref-
erences for perceived landscapes (open landscapes
and rural settlement landscapes); (2) to determine if
respondents have different preferences for different
perceived landscape scenes and, if so, to establish
the possible driving factors for these different prefer-
ences; and (3) to examine which of the respondents’
demographic factors are determining for preferences
for the perceived landscape value.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Study area

Landscape scenes from four Central Bohemian
Protected Landscape Areas (PLAs) were presented
within the research, namely Blanik (with the area
of 40 km?2), Cesky kras (128 km?), Kokotinsko
(272 km?), and Zelezné hory (284 km?) (see Fig.
1). PLA is a Czech national category intended
to protect large areas with harmoniously formed
landscapes, characteristic relief, and prevalence of
natural or semi-natural ecosystems. The landscape
in the study area consists mostly of nature-close
elements (wooded areas, water bodies, meadows,
rock formations, and the like), with some man-made
elements (settlements, castles, monuments, etc.)
and fields. Thus, the basic landscape characteris-
tics of the studied areas are similar. Nevertheless,
there are significant regional particulars, such as
natural or cultural-historical landmarks or specif-
ics of architecture.
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Table 1. Categorization of the scenes

ID of
Group Category
category
L1 agricultural landscapes with absence of greenery, without distinct natural or cultural-historical landmarks
L2 agricultural landscapes with sufficient greenery, without a distinct natural or cultural-historical landmarks
Open L3 landscapes with a cultural-historical landmark
landscape L4 landscapes with a natural landmark
L5 landscapes with a settlement as a landmark
L6 forest landscapes
S1 rural settlements with an agricultural character
S2 rural settlements with a modified agricultural character
Rural S3 rural settlements with a mixed agricultural and suburban character
settlement )
landscape S4 rural settlements with a suburban character
S5 rural settlements with a modified suburban character
S6 rural settlements with an urban character

Scenes and questionnaire

A set of about 400 pictures was taken in early
summer of 2010 using a Panasonic Lumix DMC-TZ5
(Pannasonic, Osaka, Japan) compact camera, focal
length 35 mm, aspect ratio 4:3. Later, an expert selec-
tion was made on the basis of light, weather condi-
tions, and picture quality. From the final pool of 175
photos, stratified random selection was conducted to
ensure a wide range of landscape types to be rated.
The strata divided the pool into two groups (open
landscapes and rural settlement landscapes) with 6
categories in each group (Table 1). The categories
for open landscape (L1-L6) were set with respect to
land-use, presence of interspersed greenery, presence
of historical-cultural (castle, manor, ruin, etc.) and/
or natural (rock formation, lake, etc.) landmarks and
presence of settlements. The categories of rural settle-
ment landscapes (S1-S6) were set with regard to the
state of vernacular and form of modern architecture
and its spatial solutions, including the approximate
proportions of hardened surfaces and greenery (to
see all the criteria, please contact Corresponding au-
thor). Based on distance to the horizon, distance to
the landmark, and the total landscape area depicted
in the picture, the open landscape categories were ad-
ditionally divided into two subcategories according to
proximity (¢ = close-up view, d = distant view). The
decision on proximity level was made by consensus
among all the authors. While based on appearance of
facades, fences, land cover, and the like, as well as
on the presence of disturbing elements, the rural set-
tlement landscape categories were divided into two
subcategories according to tidiness (t = tidy scenery,
u = untidy scenery). Finally, 24 photographs were
randomly selected (to send all the photographs, please
contact Corresponding author). These pictures, 150 %

112.5 mm in size, were presented to the respondents
on a poster, as suggested by Arriaza etal. (2004).

A study was conducted on the basis of a sociological
survey while using a close-ended, self-administered
questionnaire, as recommended by Babbie (2010).
There were 16 questions to answer and the set of pho-
tographs to evaluate. The questions were divided into
three parts. First, respondents were asked to provide
information about their stay in the PLA. Then, they
were asked to indicate their aesthetic preferences ac-
cording to the following instruction: ‘Please, assess
the landscape scenes shown on the following pictures
according to how much you like or dislike each pic-
ture while using a scale from —3 to +3’ (presented in
Czech). A seven-degree scale was used for evaluating
the photographs, with the anchors ‘very ugly’ and
‘very nice’ at the two extremes. Finally, respondents
were asked to state their basic demographic character-
istics. It took respondents about 10 min to complete
the questionnaire.

Our survey was held in the summer months 0of 2010.
The respondents were approached directly on tourist
trails in the study areas and were asked to complete
the questionnaire on site. The sample was constructed
using a self-selective statistical procedure, so-called
‘haphazard’ or ‘convenience’ sampling (Babbie,
2010), which means that all hikers passing a given
spot during a given period were asked to participate.
Out of 125 respondents approached, 117 completed
and handed in the questionnaire. The respondents’
demographic characteristics are presented in Table 2.

Statistical methods

First and foremost, the differences between the
two groups were tested separately using the Friedman
test to discover potential relationships between vari-
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics of the respondents (n = 117)
Respondents Valid percent
male 53.9
Gender
female 46.1
under 25 14.5
Age groups 26-50 70.9
51 and over 14.5
elementary school 5.3
Level of
eve ? secondary school 48.2
education
university education 46.5
industry and construction 25.7
) ecology and nature protection 9.7
Occupation
agronomy and forestry 7.1
others 57.5
urban 57.5
Pl f
aeeo rural 29.2
residence
suburban 13.3

ables. To confirm the internal reliability of the data,
Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for both landscape
groups separately. Only generally accepted means were
used to ensure validity. For the purpose of data analysis,
each scene was considered to be a separate variable.
A standard 7-test or One-Way Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) was used for examining relationships. If
applicable, a Scheffé’s post-hoc test was carried out,
as recommended by Bryman, Cramer (2009).
Cases with missing values were excluded analysis by
analysis. A standard level of significance setting (P
= 0.05) was used.

RESULTS

In testing reliability, a high level of consistency was
proven. For the rural settlement landscapes, Cronbach’s
alpha was 0.897. For the open landscapes, it was even
higher at 0.916. Differences between scenes in both
groups were proven not to be due to chance.

Histogram of open landscapes

Fig. 2. Histograms of expressed
preferences
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Preference scores for groups, categories, and
subcategories

The histograms of expressed preferences (Fig. 2)
show the overall results for the landscape groups. The
strongly negatively skewed curve points to a generally
very positive approach to the open landscapes. Rural
settlement landscapes were rated dramatically lower.
Unlike open landscapes, respondents did not hesitate
to use the ‘ugly’ spectrum of the scale.

The results for the landscape categories are shown
in Table 3, sorted in descending order according to
visual quality, as expressed by the respondents. In
open landscapes, presence of a cultural-historical and
natural landmark was highly rated (L3, L4), while
landscapes with a settlement as a landmark and ag-
ricultural landscapes were rated the lowest (L1, L5).
In the rural settlement landscapes, categories were
created according to typicality of rural areas (S1 =
most typical/traditional — vernacular, S6 = non-typical
— urban). Respondents scored the scenes in the same
order with the exception of category S4, which out-
scored category S3.

Testing proximity, a significant influence on pref-
erences was found only for landscapes with a natural
landmark (L4) and landscapes with a settlement as a
landmark (L5). In the subcategory of tidiness, tidy
scenes were always rated higher. A significant influ-
ence was registered for the top three rated categories.
The better a category was rated, the more significant
the influence appeared. Moreover, tidy scenes often
outscored untidy scenes of a more typical category.
Samples of the highest- and lowest-rated photographs
are shown in Fig. 3.

Preferences and respondents’ demographic
characteristics

Examining the influence of gender on aesthetic
preferences shows that women generally awarded higher
ratings for scenes than did men (in 21 out of 24 cases).
The difference was significant in four cases with the
highest standard deviation (low-rated scenes — settle-

Histogram of rural settlement landscapes
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ments with a modified suburban or urban character).
Place of residence also turned out to have a significant
influence in four cases (L1c, L1d, L2d, and L5c).
Moreover, some repeated patterns were evident. In 18
out of 24 cases, residents from the countryside rated
scenes the highest, generally followed by residents
from suburbs (13 cases). In 5 cases, suburban resi-
dents rated scenes the highest followed by countryside
residents. In only | case urban residents awarded a
scene the highest average rating while residents from
the countryside rated it the lowest (S1t). Apart from
the aforementioned results, no truly substantial links
between demographic characteristics and preferences
were discovered. Occupation, level of education, and
age did not prove to be of any significant importance
in relation to aesthetic preferences.

DISCUSSION

Even though the study was designed on the ba-
sis of extensive background research consisting of
similarly focused studies, due to its character and
limited resources it was not possible to avoid all bi-
ases. Owing to the study area, the rated scenes were
mostly composed of landscapes that have suffered
no extreme damage. That fact limited the presence
of landscape visual qualities. The scenes from open
landscapes did not include any industrial zones, mining
sites or suburban zones, which generally reduce the
visual quality of ascene (Angileri, Toccolini,
1993). Furthermore, the scenes of rural settlement
landscapes included only inhabited houses and areas.
There were no brownfields or devastated or industrial

!E4c .

Table 3. Summary of preferences scores for individual categories

ID of category* Mean SD

L3 2.23 0.988
L4 2.03 1.116
L6 2.00 1.141
L2 1.47 1.187
L5 1.39 1.231
L1 1.04 1.326
S1 1.86 1.253
S2 0.12 1.371
S4 —0.11 1.233
S3 -0.46 1.334
S5 —-1.11 1.662
S6 -1.31 1.494

*for names of groups and categories see Table 1; SD = standard
deviation

buildings. When interpreting the results, one should
also be aware that the sample group was formed of
hikers, not unequivocally typical representatives of
the general public.

On the other hand, the sample and method used
for the survey could be of use in practical landscape
management, namely for the marketing of PLAs or other
valuable or protected areas. The survey provided data
on specific preferences of visitors or specific groups
of visitors that should be targeted. It is important to
note, however, that general preferences should not be
considered a main criterion in landscape protection.
Low preferences, on the other hand, should be used
to educate the visitors that these scenes are valuable

Fig. 3. Sample of the highest- and
lowest-rated photographs

Each photograph is marked ac-
cording to the following key:

L = open landscapes, S = rural
settlement landscapes; the number
refers to the category (see Table
1); ¢ = close-up view, d = distant
view, t = tidy scenery, u = untidy
scenery. Open landscape: L4c

= the highest-rated photograph
(mean = 2.50; SD = 0.810), L1c
= the lowest-rated photograph
(mean = 0.94; SD = 1.397). Rural
settlement landscape: S1t = the
highest-rated photograph (mean
=2.33; SD = 0.984), S6u = the
lowest-rated photograph (mean =
—1.41; SD = 1.450)
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for other reasons (including their ecological, cultural,
or historical values), as mentioned also by Daniel
(2001).

Driving factors of visual preferences

Some of the scenes tested the respondents’ attitudes
toward various human activities in open landscapes.
We generally found that man-made elements such as
settlements and scenes showing human agricultural
activities, i.e. less natural landscapes, were given
low ratings. Palmer (2004), Ode et al. (2009),
and Sklenicka, Molnarova (2010) also came
to the conclusion that naturalness generally tends
to be highly rated (with certain exceptions). Clay,
Smidt (2004)andBulut, Yilmaz (2008) warned,
however, that natural landscapes are not necessarily
preferred. In our study, some landscapes with man-
made elements also yielded higher ratings. Above all,
our results suggest that cultural-historical landmarks
have a positive influence on the perception of open
landscape sceneries. Some other authors have also
concluded that man-made elements can improve the
perceived quality of scenery. Fyhri etal. (2009) give
an example of coastal hamlet scenes that are highly
rated, while Arriaza et al. (2004) mention scenes
with typical houses.

Although we did not conduct a statistical analysis
of the correlation between preferences and amount of
vegetation, the results show that categories with higher
representation of greenery are, for the most part, more
highly rated in open landscapes as well as in rural
settlement landscapes. Angileri, Toccolini
(1993)and Arriaza etal. (2004) arrived to the same
conclusion. Although the amount of vegetation can be
a strong predictor of landscape preferences, we agree
withCoeterier’s (1996) conclusion that the type of
environment also plays a significant role. In our study,
the second most highly-rated open landscape scene
depicts a castle with no greenery, while the greenest
pictures, in the forest landscape category, occupied
the fourth and fifth positions.

Our results show that the respondents clearly or-
dered the rural settlement landscape scenes according
to the typicality, which had been the basic criterion in
forming the categories. Similarly, Fy hri etal. (2009)
also showed that typicality has a significant impact.
The integrity of an element (in a settlement, primarily
a building) relative to its context, however, also has
a strong influence. Category S3, presenting typical
but insensitively modified (i.e. with lack of integrity)
settlement, was outscored by category S4, presenting
non-typical structures with a clear architectural form
(i.e. integral structure).

Proximity generally did not prove to have a sig-
nificant influence on landscape preferences. Only two
out of six categories produced significant differences,
and those were mutually inconsistent. The fact that a

natural landmark, e.g. lake, pond, or rock formation,
cannot be seen well at a great distance detracts from
its visual impact. By contrast, a category with a set-
tlement as a landmark (L5) was more highly rated in a
distant view. We have found no research dealing with
proximity in a similar way to our own approach, but
Clay, Daniel (2000)andDramstad etal. (2006)
reached similar conclusions. They examined openness
and depth of view, which is an attribute inherently
linked to proximity. They found that both variables
have a limited, non-significant effect on landscape
preferences. Strumse (1994), on the other hand,
claims that secenery openness is a crucial factor for
the aesthetic value of a landscape.

In rural settlement landscapes, tidiness has turned
out to be a very important driving factor. This seems to
confirm the statementof Coeterier (1996) that old
dilapidated buildings are generally valued negatively.
Nevertheless, our research indicates that scenes with
an old and untidy typical house (Slu) are perceived
better than are those with non-typical houses that are
in good condition (Table 3). This implies that typical-
ity is an even stronger driving factor than is tidiness
or condition.

In our study, we were concerned particularly with
the physical qualities forming the landscape sceneries
(i.e. elements). Nevertheless, we want to emphasize that
also composition (Hammitt etal., 1994) or colour
contrast (Hands, Brown 2002) of the sceneries
(i.e. attributes) may play notable roles in determining
preferences of perceived landscape value.

Preferences and respondents’ demographic
characteristics

The results suggest that females are significantly
less likely to award an extremely negative rating,
whereas males do not hesitate to use extreme rat-
ings. Significantly different ratings were recorded
for scenes of rural settlements with urban and villa
characteristics. The reason may be that women, to a
greater extent than men, base their aesthetic prefer-
ences on living comfort (according to ‘off record’
comments made by respondents). Ode et al. (2009)
also found that gender had a significant influence,
whileAngileri, Toccolini (1993) found none
in their research.

Our survey revealed that residents from the country-
side expressed greater familiarity with and affinity for
rural landscapes. Different backgrounds of landscape
interaction imply different idealized (expected) images
of the landscape, which is an important driving factor
for aesthetic landscape preferences (Hagerhall,
2001). Urban residents’ mental image of the land-
scape is further from reality (i.e. more idealized) than
that of countryside residents due to time spent in the
landscape, and thus their ratings differ. Another, more
prosaic explanation is possible: residents from the
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countryside may be more tolerant by nature or due to
their way of life.

We had hypothesized that, due to dynamic changes
in landscapes in recent decades, there would be sig-
nificant differences in the ratings awarded by older,
more conservative people and by the younger, more
open-minded generation. This hypothesis failed. A
possible explanation is that older people played a
big part in transforming the landscape to its current
shape and are therefore not so critical. On the other
hand, the younger generation grew up in this land-
scape and has adapted its preferences. Angileri,
Toccolini (1993) also observed no significant
difference due to age. It should be mentioned, how-
ever, that our study did not include many people
over the age of 65, as typical visitors of PLAs refer
to younger age groups.

Contrary to expectations, our results showed no
significant influence of respondents’ occupation or
level of education on landscape preferences. However,
Rogge etal. (2007) and O d e etal. (2009) have found
that occupation contributes the most to the formation
of preferences. AlsoAngileri, Toccolini (1993)
recorded that a high level of education produces a high
degree of homogeneity.

CONCLUSION

The assessments of the photographs taken from
four Protected Landscape Areas pointed to numerous
factors driving visual landscape preferences. In sum,
four basic conclusions emerge from our study:

* Within open landscapes, presence of natural or
historical-cultural landmarks is the most important
positive driving factor

» Within rural settlements, typicality and tidiness are
highly rated

* Women tend to rate scenes higher than do men

* A respondent’s place of residence is clearly inher-
ently linked with his/her visual preferences

Other conclusions mentioned further on are rather
intuitive and may be considered banal, however, they
reinforce the general presumptions. The suggestions
will hopefully be beneficial for management practice.

Landmarks — and in particular natural ones — should
be well indicated and sights view should not be blocked
by forests. Another important conclusion for open
landscape management worth noting is that agricul-
tural landscapes should include sufficient greenery.

Concerning the settlements, we conclude that these
are perceived as a weak point of landscape aesthetics.
Nevertheless, they constitute the economic bases in
tourist areas and, therefore, should attract visitors.

In addition to females awarding higher ratings,
and especially concerning low-rated sceneries, the
different approaches of urban, suburban, and village
dwellers turn out to be interesting. Residents from the

countryside, who live surrounded by rural landscapes
and settlements, show a higher degree of tolerance.
Urban residents, by contrast, apparently have a more
idealized mental image.

While detailed information on respondents’ prefer-
ences to all sceneries was obtained owing to the chosen
statistical approach, a more complex approach should
be chosen in subsequent studies.
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1. Introduction

It has become more and more obvious in the last few decades
that landscape’s visual aesthetic quality (VAQ) should be consid-
ered as a resource valuable for maintaining good psychic health in
human beings (Kurdoglu and Kurdoglu, 2010), along with such
matters as protecting biodiversity (Angileri and Toccolini, 1993),
cultural heritage (Jessel, 2006), and the tourism potential of a
landscape (Ewald, 2001). Conserving landscape VAQ is therefore
often considered to be in the public interest.

Visual aesthetic quality can be viewed from the perspectives of
two approaches to its assessment — objective and subjective
(Lothian, 1999; Daniel, 2001). From the objective viewpoint, a
landscape’s VAQ is due to its elements and attributes. The sub-
jective approach, meanwhile, regards landscape value as a product
of the human mind. Two ways of assessing landscape aesthetics
are used in the context of these approaches. Expert-based assess-
ment follows prescribed rules and/or guidelines and systematically

* Corresponding author. Tel.: +420 224 382 649; fax: +420 224 383 778.
E-mail addresses: kalivoda@fzp.czu.cz, ondra.kalivoda@centrum.cz (O. Kalivoda),
vojar@fzp.czu.cz (J. Vojar), skrivanovaz@fzp.czu.cz (Z. Skiivanova), zahradnik@fld.
czu.cz (D. Zahradnik).
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0301-4797/© 2014 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

evaluates a landscape’s beauty with respect to its physical features
(e.g., form, line, texture, color) and to relationships among these
features (e.g., variety, unity, vividness, harmony). Perception-based
assessment, on the other hand, uses choices, rankings or ratings
(usually represented by photographs) provided by samples of hu-
man viewers (Daniel, 2001). Whereas expert-based assessment is
widely employed in landscape management practice, perception-
based assessment is mostly used in scientific studies (Daniel,
2001).

As conflicts arise when expert-based assessment diverges from
public preferences (De la Fuente de Val et al., 2006), a combination
of objective and subjective approaches has recently gained support
(Daniel, 2001; Arriaza et al., 2004). The criteria for expert-based
assessment should respect the findings of perception-based
research. On the other hand, when human preferences for VAQ
are inconsistent with other important values, such as ecological,
cultural, or historical values, “the role of perception-based assess-
ments will shift from determination of public preferences... to di-
agnose of pathological preferences and prescription of cures”
(Daniel, 2001).

Perception-based assessment has increasingly been used to
study landscape VAQ in recent decades (e.g., Kaplan and Kaplan,
1982; Coeterier, 1996; Ode et al., 2009). In accordance with land-
scape visual aesthetic concepts, it has been found that VAQ is
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influenced by landscape elements, landscape attributes, and char-
acteristics of survey respondents. Landscape elements more
accentuated than others by survey respondents include vegetation
(Angileri and Toccolini, 1993), water (Dramstad et al., 2006; Bulut
and Yilmaz, 2009), well-preserved human-made elements
(Arriaza et al., 2004), and meadows (Clay and Daniel, 2000). Also
understood to be highly important are certain landscape visual
attributes, such as openness (Strumse, 1994), unity (Coeterier,
1996), color contrast (Arriaza et al., 2004), vividness (Bulut and
Yilmaz, 2009), and naturalness (Palmer, 2004; Ode et al., 2009).
Within settlements and in regard to architecture, preferred are
such elements as traditional architecture (Nasar and Kang, 1999;
Kalivoda et al., 2010) and family houses (Sullivan, 1994), small
lots (Pynnonen et al., 2005), and contextuality (Stamps, 1994).
Meanwhile, Stamps and Nasar (1997) found considerably lower
preferences for scenes with wires, automobiles, and other dis-
turbing elements. Thus, tidiness of scenes apparently influences
perception as well. As to respondents’ characteristics, it has been
proven that occupation (Rogge et al., 2007; Svobodova et al., 2012),
level of education (Angileri and Toccolini, 1993; Tveit 2009), and
gender (Ode et al., 2009) contribute most to the formation of visual
preferences. Nevertheless, Strumse (1996) proved the effects of
group differences to be relatively small compared to those of
landscape elements and attributes.

Although great attention has been devoted to finding those
factors driving aesthetic preferences, consensus among re-
spondents has been neglected in the vast majority of studies
employing perception-based assessment. According to some au-
thors, however, public consensus should be regarded as a central
issue in landscape perception research, as application of preference
studies implies agreement among individuals (Purcell and Lamb,
1984; Stamps and Nasar, 1997; Hagerhall, 2001). Daniel (2001)
anticipated future consensus-building efforts to comprise one
approach to 21st-century landscape management. Implicitly, then,
it is necessary to identify factors affecting consensus.

Hagerhall (2001) summarized that consensus is affected by
three main factors: (i) VAQ of assessed landscapes, (ii) landscape
type and the extent to which assessed landscapes meet idealized
mental images, and (iii) variability among respondents. Concerning
landscape VAQ, it has gradually come to be hypothesized that
judgment consensus is likely to occur for positively, negatively, or
both positively and negatively perceived landscapes (Kates, 1967;
Dearden, 1981; Hagerhall, 2001). Mostly, however, these views
have consisted of assumptions rather than resulting from
consensus-focused research. Hagerhall (2001), in particular, had
emphasized the impact upon consensus of how a given landscape
type fits the generally perceived mental image for that type. She
had stated that the better a given landscape matches an idealized
image of its landscape type the lower is the variance in preference
judgments (i.e., the stronger is the consensus) that is to be ex-
pected. Almost nothing is known about the third possible driver of
judgment variance that consists in differences among respondents.
Only Angileri and Toccolini (1993) had focused in part on the effect
of education level and agronomic experience, but no conclusions
were reached on this issue. Although Hagerhall (2001) expressed
respondents’ variability using cluster analysis, she did not address
the particular characteristics of the respondents.

The aim of our study, therefore, was to analyze the three main
possible sources of judgment variance — the effects of landscape
VAQ, landscape type, and variability among respondents — on the
basis of an extensive perception-based investigation. The study
included more than 400 respondents. To our knowledge, this is the
first study systematically to analyze judgment variance in relation
to respondents’ characteristics, including gender, age, education
level, and occupational classification.

2. Materials and methods
2.1. Study area and experimental design

The research was conducted in four protected landscape areas
(PLAs) in the Czech Republic (Blanik, Cesky kras, Kokofinsko, and
Zelezné hory). All are situated in or close to the region of Central
Bohemia (see Fig. 1). PLA is a Czech national designation defined by
Act No. 114/1992 Coll. (Czech National Council, 1992) and that is
intended for protecting large areas with harmoniously formed
landscapes of characteristic relief and prevalence of natural or
semi-natural ecosystems. Such classification indicates landscapes
with relatively high VAQ. All study areas are situated near to Pra-
gue, the capital city of the Czech Republic. As most people there live
in towns or cities, they prefer green places for recreation (Bulut and
Yilmaz, 2008). Thus, studied areas with high VAQ and high pro-
portion of greenery are greatly frequented by hikers.

Hikers’ opinions regarding landscape aesthetics were examined.
Respondents were surveyed at 12 spots across all four PLAs during
late summer 2010. Heterogenous survey sites were chosen to
ensure that a wide range of hikers would be included. The sample
was built up in a self-selective statistical procedure, typically
termed to be “haphazard” or “convenience” sampling (Babbie,
2010). In practice, this means that all the hikers passing a given
spot at a given time were approached. They were asked to complete
and return a questionnaire in situ. A high response rate (about 90%)
was achieved. A total of 442 respondents were surveyed, which was
about 100 in each PLA. The decision to use hikers as our re-
spondents can be justified by several reasons, as described in Sec-
tion 4, where possibly resulting biases also are discussed.

To examine attitudes of respondents toward 24 different land-
scape scenes (see Fig. 2 for a sample or ES1 for the full set), a close-
ended, self-administered questionnaire was used. About 10 min
were required to complete the questionnaire. Scenes were pre-
sented using photographic representation, which is considered to
be a valid medium for such research (Daniel and Meitner, 2001;
Palmer and Hoffman, 2001). To create a pool of scenes, about 400
color photographs were taken in all four of the examined PLAs
during early summer 2010 using a Panasonic DMC-TZ5 compact
camera, with focal length 35 mm and aspect ratio 4:3. The photo-
graphs were taken in uniform weather and light conditions. After
selecting high-quality pictures, a pool of 175 representative scenes
was established. Photographs were not altered in any way.

The pool of scenes was divided into two basic assessed land-
scape types: open landscapes and rural settlement landscapes (see
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422, var = 3,11

Fig. 2. Sample of scenes. Shown are eight scenes with highest and lowest variance in judgment. The first number presents a given scene’s sequence; “var” means variance in
judgment, the value for which is shown; and the last code corresponds with categorization of the scenes (see Table 3).

Table 1). A rural settlement landscape is a relatively densely built-
up area meeting the definition of “Developed Area” under the Act
on Town and Country Planning and Building Code (Chamber of
Deputies of the Parliament of the Czech Republic, 2006). The
scenes were thus taken from inside of the settlements and picture
built-up areas. Other landscapes were categorized as open. Thus,
the term open landscape refers to an area outside the settlements
and so differs significantly from open landscape as defined e.g. in

Meeus (1995). Scenes of open landscape depict, for example, forest,
meadows, and/or fields with or without the presence of man-made
elements (e.g., castle, settlement in a distance etc.).

Within each model landscape type, six categories and two
subcategories were established. All the scenes were categorized as
agreed by all of this article’s authors while following specific
criteria (see Table 3) with respect to landscape elements and at-
tributes known significantly to influence visual preferences (see
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Table 1
Descriptive statistics for assessed photographs of 24 selected landscape scenes.
Photo LG N Mean SE Med. Ran. Var. Groups
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
L4c 0 413 7.12 0.04 7.63 3.63 0.83 *
L3¢ (0] 413 6.67 0.06 7.63 7.26 1.38 *
L3d (0] 410 6.58 0.06 7.63 5.63 1.54 * *
L5d (0] 411 5.78 0.06 6 5.63 1.57 * *
L6d (0] 410 6.39 0.06 6 5.63 1.61 * * *
Sit R 411 6.66 0.06 7.63 7.26 1.61 * * *
L2c (0] 410 5.72 0.06 6 5.63 1.66 * * * *
L4d (0] 411 5.68 0.06 6 7.26 1.73 * * * * *
L5¢ (0] 410 5.47 0.07 5 7.26 1.74 * * * * *
L2d (0] 410 5.54 0.07 5 7.26 1.78 * * * * *
S4t R 412 4.23 0.07 4 7.26 1.80 * * * * *
S1u R 411 538 0.07 5 7.26 1.86 * * * * *
L6¢ (0] 411 6.02 0.07 6 5.63 1.89 * * * * * *
L1d (0] 411 5.37 0.07 5 5.63 1.99 * * * * *
S4d R 412 3.96 0.07 4 7.26 2.08 * * * * *
Llic (0] 412 523 0.07 5 7.26 2.15 * * * *
S3u R 413 3.58 0.07 4 7.26 217 * * *
S2t R 408 4.68 0.07 5 7.26 2.22 * * *
S2u R 411 4.04 0.08 4 7.26 2.31 * *
S3t R 411 4,03 0.08 4 7.26 2.45 *
S5t R 411 332 0.09 3 7.26 3.10 *
S6u R 412 2.68 0.09 3 7.26 3.11 *
S6t R 410 2.98 0.09 3 7.26 3.27 *
S5u R 408 3.09 0.09 3 7.26 3.29 *

LG = landscape group, where O = open landscape, R = rural settlement landscape; N = number of respondents assessing particular photograph; Mean = mean of respondents’
visual aesthetic quality (VAQ) assessments; SE = standard error of mean; Med. = median; Ran.=range; Var. = variance. Coding of photos: L =open landscape, S =rural
settlements landscape, c = close-distance view, d = long-distance view, t = tidy scenery, u= untidy scenery.

Landscapes are ordered according to their increasing variance. A 7-point comparative scale was recalculated so that the negative extreme —3 is set to 1 and the positive
extreme +3 is set to 7. Groups: adjacent asterisks in a particular column represent groups of scenes with homogenous variance. For instance, the variance of scene L4a differs
from all other scenes and forms homogenous group no. 1. Scene L3d is a member of two substantially overlapping groups: the first being group 2 in combination with scenes
L3c, L5d, L6d, S1t, L2c, L4d, L5c¢, L2d, S4t, S1u and L6c, the second being group 3 along with scenes L5d, L6d, S1t, L2c, L4d, L5c, L2d, S4t, S1u, L6¢, L1d and S4u. Scene L6c is a

member of six groups: 2, 3,4, 5, 6 and 7.

Section 1). Subcategories were specific for each landscape type.
Open landscape categories were subcategorized according to
proximity (close-up versus distant view) and rural settlements
were subcategorized according to tidiness (tidy versus untidy
scenery). This was done in order to eliminate effects of the attri-
butes proximity and tidiness on the assessment. Categories and
subcategories alike were established merely to ensure diversity of
scenes. No further evaluation was based upon these. For use in the
survey, one representative picture from each category and subcat-
egory was selected by stratified random selection using a function
in Microsoft Office Excel 2007. The 24 selected scenes were

Table 2

randomly organized in relation to landscape types and were pre-
sented on a poster as suggested by Arriaza et al. (2004). Thus, re-
spondents had the possibility to make their ratings while viewing
all the scenes at once.

The questionnaire contained in the first place questions about
demographic factors that are presumed to influence preferences
(gender, age, education level, occupation, place of residence). Re-
spondents were then asked to indicate their aesthetic preferences
according to the following instruction: “Please, assess the land-
scape scenes shown on the following pictures according to how
much you like or dislike each while using a scale from -3 to +3.”

Comparison of variance among categories within respondents’ characteristics using Monte-Carlo permutation tests.

Respondents’ characteristics

Cat Var Groups Cat Var Groups Cat Var Groups
Gender Age Occupation
M 3.53 * 7 3.11 * ALA 3.49 *
W 3.83 * 4 3.47 * I 3.55 *

3 3.65 (o] 3.66 *

6 3.71 AF 3.91 *

5 3.86 EE 4.54 *

4.67 *
Res Edu PLA
S 3.23 * S 3.54 * ZH 291 *
T 3.73 * U 3.77 K 3.51 *
\% 3.74 * CK 3.98 *
B 4.09 *

Cat = category of nominal variables; var = variance of given category. Groups: adjacent asterisks in particular column represent groups of categories with homogenous
variance; gender: W = women, M = men; age = age of respondents divided into categories: (1) 0—15 years (not included into the study), (2) 16—19, (3) 20—25, (4) 26—35, (5)
36—45, (6) 46—59; (7) >60; occupation = occupational classification, where AF = agriculture and forestry, I = industry, EE = ecology and environmental, ALA = architecture
and landscape architecture, O = others; res = respondents’ current type of residence, where S = suburban municipality, V = village, T = town or city; edu = level of education,
where S = up to secondary school, U = university; PLA = identifier of protected landscape area, where B = Blanik, ZH = Zelezné hory, CK = Cesky kras, K = Kokofinsko.



40 0. Kalivoda et al. / Journal of Environmental Management 137 (2014) 36—44

Table 3
Categorization of the scenes.

ID Name of category

Description

Open Landscape

L1 Agricultural landscapes with absence of greenery, without distinct
natural or cultural—historical landmarks

L2 Agricultural landscapes with sufficient greenery, without a distinct
natural or cultural—historical landmarks

L3 Landscapes with a cultural—historical landmark
L4 Landscapes with a natural landmark

L5 Landscapes with a settlement as a landmark

L6 Forest landscapes

Rural settlement landscapes

S1 Rural settlements with an agricultural character

S2 Rural settlements with a modified agricultural character

S3 Rural settlements with a mixed agricultural and suburban character
S4 Rural settlements with a suburban character

S5 Rural settlements with a modified suburban character

S6 Rural settlements with an urban character

Agricultural land as the dominant feature (at least 75%).

Less than 25% of space in forest crops and/or interspersed greenery.

Natural and/or cultural—historical monument and/or settlements and houses

may be present but do not constitute distinct landmarks.

Predominantly agricultural land (min. 50%) and/or forest crops and inter-

spersed greenery (25—50%).

Natural and/or cultural—historical monument and/or settlements and houses

may be present but do not constitute distinct landmarks.

Cultural—historical monument (castle, manor, ruin, etc.) as a distinct

landmark.

Agricultural land, forest crops, and/or interspersed greenery may be present.

e Natural monument and/or settlements and houses may be present but do not
constitute distinct landmarks.

e Natural monument (rock formation, lake, etc.) as a distinct landmark.

Agricultural land, forest crops, and/or interspersed greenery may be present.

Cultural—historical monument and/or settlements and houses may be pre-

sent but do not constitute distinct landmarks.

A settlement as an obvious dominant feature.

Agricultural land, forest crops, and/or interspersed greenery may be present.

Natural and/or cultural—historical monument may be present but does not

constitute a distinct landmark.

Forest as the dominant feature (min. 75%).

Natural and/or cultural—historical monument and/or settlements and houses

may be present but do not constitute distinct landmarks.

Vernacular architecture is well preserved; new structures, if any, comply with
PLA regulations.

Structures retain traditional rural spatial solutions (integral), public spaces
are lined with or consisting of greenery, and there are no large hardened
surfaces.

Vernacular architecture is partly modified; new structures do not fully
comply with PLA regulations but do not harm traditional solutions.
Structures retain traditional rural spatial solutions, public spaces are mostly
lined with greenery, and there are no large hardened surfaces.

Existing vernacular architectural structures, if any, are significantly modified;
new structures have the character of urban stand-alone houses.

Spatial solution characteristic of urban stand-alone houses with yard and/or
garden. There is reduced greenery; there may be some large hardened
surfaces.

Vernacular objects, if any, have been modified in terms of size and architec-
ture; new structures mostly have the character of urban stand-alone houses.
New buildings are situated in a manner typical of urban stand-alone houses
with yard and/or garden, greenery is mostly reduced, and public spaces
consist mostly of straight streets and pavements.

Vernacular structures, if any, are completely modified; new structures have
the character of urban stand-alone houses and are not linked with the
traditions of the region.

Most of the structures are situated in a manner ignoring tradition,
morphology and any legible system; public spaces usually consist of straight
streets and pavements.

Vernacular architecture mostly no longer exists. There is a high proportion of
low-rise apartment buildings, perhaps with some urban stand-alone houses.
Structures are situated in a manner typical of stand-alone houses with yard
and/or garden, the placement of the urban stand-alone houses is in a
manner ignoring tradition, morphology and any legible system, and the
apartment building locations are geometric.

There are minimal public spaces with no greenery where the stand-alone
houses are. Apartment buildings are situated in relatively large green
spaces having large hardened surfaces.

Similar instructions were then provided in relation to the settle-
ment scenes. Aesthetic preferences were thus expressed on a 7-
point comparative scale (e.g., De la Fuente de Val et al., 2006;
Bulut and Yilmaz, 2009), numbered from —3 (extremely negative)
up to +3 (extremely positive). The anchor (end-point) statements
encompassed only the extreme values “very ugly” and “very
beautiful.” Respondents were expected to be influenced by the
beauty of the landscape while assuming that the terms “ugly” and
“beautiful” represent two ends of the same dimension (Stich,

2005). Jacobsen et al. (2004), too, had stated that a bipolar beau-
tiful/ugly dimension clearly appears to be the primary and proto-
typical descriptive dimension used to address the aesthetics of
objects. This statement converges with the main conceptualization
of aesthetics in philosophical and psychological aesthetics, which is
“beauty.” Finally, the anchors “ugly” and “beautiful” were chosen
also with a view to Valenta’s statement that an aesthetic experience
leads to a judgment within the basic categories of artistic aes-
thetics: “beautiful” and “ugly” (Valenta, 2008).
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2.2. Data analysis

The main task of the study was to analyze consensus in relation to
differences in VAQ for the landscape scenes, between the designated
landscape types, and, in particular, among respondents. Consensus
was measured as the variance in assessments of the landscape VAQ
within the population under study. There is a negative relationship
between variance and consensus, as high variance in assessments
equates with low consensus, and vice versa.

The study begins from three main null hypotheses: (i) judgment
variance is not affected by landscape VAQ, (ii) judgment variance is
not affected by landscape type, and (iii) judgment variance is not
affected by respondents’ characteristics (e.g., men and women
would be assessed to have the same variance, and similarly for
other characteristics).

For the purposes of statistical analysis, the 7-point comparative
scale was reformulated so that the negative extreme (—3) was set to
1 and the positive extreme (+3) to 7. The 7-point rating scale used
then has one disadvantageous property in comparing judgment
variance. To express nonspecific attitudes, the scale has three levels
(from —1 to +1, including zero), whereas to express clearly nega-
tive, or clearly positive attitudes, there are only two levels (from —3
to —2 or from +2 to +3, respectively). This leads to an artificial
reduction in variance in the case of specific attitudes, which phe-
nomenon is known as the ceiling effect (Cramer and Howitt, 2004).
For purposes of statistical analysis, therefore, we changed the
standard scale. We denoted response in specific and nonspecific
cases as and respectively. We assumed the distribution of responses
in both cases to be uniform. For variance of the uniformly distrib-
uted variable U (1, 2,...,n) we have

varX = <n2 - 1)/12,

and thus var X, =1/4 and var X3 =2/3. We were able to eliminate
the problem of ceiling effect by multiplying the distance between
responses in specific cases by

q = (varXz/varXy) 2 =1.63,

thus modifying the rating scale to be the following: 0.37—2—3—4—
5—-6—7.63.

Because the response variable (landscape assessment) was not
normally distributed, the existence of judgment variance among
the 24 landscape scenes was first analyzed using the nonparametric
Fligner—Killeen test for homogeneity of variance (Zar, 1984). Since
the null hypothesis as to the homogeneity of variances among
landscape scenes was rejected (see Section 3), we endeavored to
find which landscape scenes differed from the others. Thus, we
denoted individual photos as Xj, Xo,...,.X, and sample variances of
their assessments as 5%, s3,...,s2 and then computed test statistics for
comparison of variances as simple differences:

5-2—32‘,1' =1,2,...,nj=+2..n

Ty = |si :

y

Using the Monte-Carlo permutation method (Fisher, 1935;
recently reviewed, e.g., in Ernst, 2004) for the next step, the as-
sessments of respondents were randomly distributed among the
photographs. The values of statistics T;; were calculated, and the
empirical distributions of the statistics T; ; were subsequently
determined for 10,000 such random permutations. The critical value
for the test statistics Tjjwas established as the (1 — Aa) quantile of the
empirical distribution of statistics T;;, where the constant A was
computed in such away that type I errors for multiple comparison of
all T;; were smaller than «. The results are presented in Table 1, which

depicts homogenous groups and reports descriptive characteristics
for all the 24 assessed landscape scenes.

To analyze the effect of landscape VAQ (first null hypothesis),
expressed as the mean of respondents’ landscape judgments, and
the effect of landscape type (open vs. rural settlement landscapes,
second null hypothesis) on judgment variance for the landscapes
(as a dependent variable with gamma distribution), we used a
generalized linear model and deletion tests (Crawley, 2007). The
final model was checked using standard statistical diagnostics
(Crawley, 2007; Pekar and Brabec, 2009).

To compare variance of landscape judgment among respondents,
we assessed the respondent characteristics gender, age, level of
education, occupational classification, and type of respondent’s
residence. The place of questioning (four different PLAs) was also
assessed to consider possible site-specificity of judgments. Within
all nominal explanatory variables, respondents were aggregated
into categories (within gender, for example, respondents were
divided between men and women; see Table 2 for details). The
youngest group (0—15 years of age) of respondents was excluded
from the study. We conducted separate homogeneity of variances
analysis among designated categories for each selected variable. We
used the same randomization procedure as in the case of homoge-
neity of variances among landscape scenes, with the exception that
the test statistics were calculated according to the formula

n
Tij= Y

k=1

2 2
Sik — Sik

where sfk is the variance in assessment of the k-th photograph by
the i-th group of respondents. All the aforementioned statistical
analyses were processed using R statistical software, version 2.15.0
(R Development Core Team, 2009), and statistical significance was

determined at the level « =0.05.

3. Results

3.1. Descriptive statistics and variance in landscape preference
judgment

The mean, its standard error, median, range and variance of
assessment for all 24 scenes are presented in Table 1. Two-thirds of
the scenes were perceived as “normal,” with the median judgment
between —1 and +1 (between 3 and 5 on the reformulated 7-point
scale). The remaining 8 scenes were assessed as “beautiful” or
“very beautiful” (from +2 to +3 [i.e., from 6 to 7 on the reformulated
scale]). We had no landscape scenery in the “ugly” or “very ugly”
categories (from —2 to —3 [i.e, from 1 to 2 on the reformulated
scale]). Quite large variability among respondents did occur, how-
ever, and 17 out of 24 landscape scenes (70.8%) were assessed at least
by several respondents at various places all along the 7-point scale.

As for judgment variance, we found highly significant differ-
ences among assessed landscape scenes (df=23, X°=329.89,
p<107%) that formed several distinct but partially overlapping
homogenous groups. Each such group contains only those scenes
with similar variance. The overlap was considerable among scenes
with the middle values of variance, while scenes with the lowest or
highest variances formed distinct groups (see Table 1 for details).

3.2. Effect of landscape VAQ and landscape type

Judgment variance for particular landscape scenes decreased
significantly with increasing mean of landscape VAQ (df=1,
F=49.52, p<107%). Landscape scenes perceived as better were
assessed with lower variance than were the landscape scenes rated
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Fig. 3. Relationship between the variances of landscape evaluations and visual
aesthetic quality. Using a generalized linear model, we found a negative relationship
between the variances of landscape evaluations (var) and visual aesthetic quality of the
assessed scenes (mean). Full dots represent rural landscapes, while empty dots are for
open landscapes.

more modestly, and vice versa (Fig. 3). As for the effect of landscape
type (open vs. rural settlements) on judgment variance, the vari-
ance appeared at first sight to differ between landscape types, as
open landscapes seemed to be perceived with lower variance
(df =1, F=55.28, p < 10~%). This was the case, however, only if that
variable was situated as the first in the model. After controlling for
the second explanatory variable (mean of landscape VAQ), the ef-
fect of landscape type was not significant (df = 1, F=0.43, p = 0.52).
This occurred due to the fact that landscape types differed in their
VAQ, and almost all the variability explained by landscape type was
shared with VAQ of the landscape (Fig. 3). Finally, we found
marginally significant interaction between the two explanatory
variables, landscape VAQ and landscape type (df=1, F=5.35,
p = 0.03). This means the relationship between landscape VAQ and
judgment variance behaved differently in open and rural land-
scapes, probably because the range of means in assessing landscape
VAQ was much lower for open landscapes than in the case of rural
settlements landscapes.

3.3. Effect of respondents’ characteristics

Respondents’ characteristics (e.g., gender) and the comparison
of variances among their categories (e.g., men and women) are
presented in Table 2. Within the main variables we found signifi-
cant difference in judgment variances between sexes, with men
showing lower variance than women. In terms of respondent age,
the youngest (16—19 years) and the oldest (>60 years) assessed
scenes in a markedly different way compared to all other cate-
gories. While the judgment varied greatly among young people,
older people assessed landscape scenes with much greater degree
of consensus. The remaining four age categories formed one ho-
mogenous group without any other pattern in variances. As for the
occupational classification of respondents, two homogenous
groups were distinguished. Respondents with occupations relating
to ecology and the environment constituted a separate group with a
higher judgment variance. The remaining categories formed a
second group with lower judgment variance. Respondents working

in architecture and landscape architecture exhibited the lowest
judgment variance, quite similarly as did respondents working in
industry. Respondents’ types of current residence appeared also to
be significant, as the respondents from towns or cities and villages
together showed greater judgment variance than did those re-
spondents from suburban municipalities. Comparison of judgment
variances between university-educated respondents and re-
spondents with other levels of education revealed significant dif-
ference, as respondents with lower levels of education assessed
landscape scenes with greater consensus. The judgment variance
also differed among the four PLAs to form three distinct groups.

4. Discussion

This paper is based on data from a sample of hikers, which is a
relatively specific group. That might cause some biases regarding
generalization of the results, as hikers do not fully represent the
general public. Be that as it may, the general principles and basic
issues formulated in the paper can be regarded as valid and
applicable. As this study intends to initiate discussion on a rela-
tively new topic and to prompt further research in the field, biases
resulting from the specific sample are not of the essence.

Hikers were chosen for their a priori positive and active interest
in landscape. At the same time, it is important to mention that in
the Czech culture hiking is widely popular. Especially during the
summer months, much of the population is using public trails at
least for short treks. That makes hikers a fairly heterogenous group
with characteristics quiet close to those of the general population
(see Table 4). Finally, hikers are considered to constitute an
important element in the economy of a landscape, and especially in
peripheral countryside areas, as stated, for example, in Decree No.
561 (Government of the Czech Republic, 2006). Knowing how
consensus is built may contribute to landscape management and
marketing efforts in such areas and, thereby, to attracting more
attention and, hence, capital.

4.1. Variance in landscape preference judgment and effect of
landscape VAQ

Variance in respondents’ judgment significantly differed among
the assessed landscape scenes. Randomization tests revealed

Table 4
Comparison of sample respondents’ characteristics with available demographic
characteristics of Czech Republic population as a whole.

Sample Czech Republic
n % n %

Age

Years
0-15 11 2.70 1,632,247 15.54
16—-19 24 5.81 450,099 4,28
2025 47 1143 811,427 7.72
26-35 150 36.39 1,616,626 15.39
36—45 75 18.24 1,586,827 15.10
46—59 85 20.61 1,963,043 18.69
60+ 20 4.83 2,445,176 23.28
Total 412 10,505,445

Gender
Women 200 48.54 5,347,235 50.90
Men 212 51.46 5,158,210 49.10
Total 412 10,505,445

Residence
Villages 85 20.63 2,820,712 26.85
Towns or cities 327 79.37 7,684,733 73.15
Total 412 10,505 445
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several distinct but partially overlapping groups of landscape
scenes with homogenous judgment variance (Table 1). The groups
were usually formed for landscape scenes with similar levels of
mean landscape VAQ. Meanwhile, the effect of landscape VAQ was
such that the higher was VAQ the stronger was consensus. This
result is in agreement with the findings of Dearden (1981), who
expected high levels of consensus on positively assessed land-
scapes. Unlike Dearden, Kates (1967) expected such consensus only
for negative extremes of landscape VAQ and suggested targeting
the protection of landscape VAQ upon the basis of preventing ug-
liness. Since photographs used in the present research were made
in PLAs, no negatively perceived landscape sceneries were
included. In accordance with findings for the majority of the few
existing studies on this topic (Kates, 1967; Dearden, 1981; Stamps
and Nassar, 1997), however, we presume that people better find
consensus regarding both positively and negatively perceived
landscapes. On the other hand, Purcell and Lamb (1984) found no
relationship between landscape VAQ and variance in judgment at
all. As did Hagerhall (2001), they stated that judgment consensus is
influenced mainly by the extent to which landscape scenery fits to
the respondents’ idealized mental image of landscape. In any case, a
relationship between VAQ and consensus was unambiguously
proven in our study.

If the effect of VAQ on consensus is proven, then the influences
of elements and attributes (see Section 1) on consensus should be
investigated as well, as these are the driving factors of VAQ. Other
than from manipulative experiments, where the same scenes with
and without particular landscape elements or attributes are used, it
is difficult to distinguish their effect on judgment consensus. While
most preference studies include not more than 30 photographs
(e.g., Dramstad et al., 2006; Tveit, 2009) to prevent respondents
from becoming fatigued, however, a manipulative experiment
ranging so extensively as the present study would demand much
more photographs. Concerned about the possibility for errors due
to respondents’ fatigue, we decided first to examine just the
strength of consensus in relation to VAQ, landscape type, and de-
mographic factors.

4.2. Effect of landscape type

The effect of landscape type on judgment variance seemed at
first to be significant. However, the variable was not significant if
placed following landscape VAQ in the statistical model. That might
initially seem to imply that our findings are in accordance with
those of Hagerhall (2001), but such is not in fact the case. Both
landscape types differed in their VAQ, and almost all the variability
explained by landscape type was shared with landscape VAQ
(Fig. 3). Thus, landscape type did not prove to be a serious driving
factor. It turned out, in fact, to be a function of VAQ. To assess
judgment consensus among different types of landscapes, there-
fore, it is important to control for the effect of landscape VAQ.

4.3. Effect of respondents’ characteristics

Heretofore, only Hagerhall (2001) had demonstrated the exis-
tence of respondents’ variability in judgment consensus, albeit
without further investigating the effects of respondents’ charac-
teristics. We found significant differences in consensus levels
among categories within each of the investigated factors (gender,
age, education level, occupational classification, and respondent’s
type of residence). Very interesting results were obtained by
examining the interactions between respondents’ characteristics.
As those results are extensive, however, they will be presented in a
separate paper. The findings suggest that respondents’ character-
istics can affect not only the assessment of landscape VAQ (as

found, for example, by Ode et al., 2009; Svobodova et al., 2012;
Tveit, 2009) but also the judgment consensus.

5. Conclusions

Together with Daniel (2001), this study underscores the rela-
tionship between consensus and landscape management in the
21st century. Daniel (2001) expected consensus-building efforts to
play a significant role in future landscape management. Crucial to
such efforts is to acquire knowledge as to the basic principles of
consensus formation. Only after determining basic principles can
one know which values should be pointed out to the public or to
specific groups of the public. Presenting other than purely aesthetic
values (e.g., historical, ecological, and cultural) may then increase
interest in landscape, and thus even appreciation for its VAQ.
Consensus on VAQ could therefore even indicate the cultural level
of a population (i.e., its appreciation of and understanding for a
wide range of landscape values).

On the basis of an extensive perception-based investigation, we
confirmed the relationship between landscape VAQ and judgment
variance. This may be an important finding for landscape man-
agement and provide a cogent argument for landscape VAQ pro-
tection in the public interest. It is important to note, however, that
better consensus on positively perceived landscapes does not in
and of itself establish a need for protection. While we are aware
that all landscapes are to be protected to some extent, as all of them
together comprise the living environment (as stated in The Euro-
pean Landscape Convention), consensus on VAQ is nevertheless of
major importance for justifying legal protection of landscape
scenery. While many take the view as did Kant in his Critique of
Judgment that aesthetic quality is a highly subjective matter, by
establishing a broad and deep consensus within society we can
relatively “objectivize” that quality.

The present study also showed there to be a strong impact of
respondents’ characteristics on consensus formation. If, however,
demographic characteristics prove to be a stronger factor driving
consensus than is VAQ, then it will be difficult to prove the objec-
tive character of VAQ. In future studies, the roles of both VAQ and
respondents’ characteristics on consensus formation need to be
compared. If respondents’ characteristics would be the main
driving factor, then landscape management would be left to rely on
expert-based assessment and protection would be based on other
than generally shared aesthetic values. These values need, then, to
be proven objective, as otherwise restrictions in favor of protection
may be questioned. In any case, knowledge as to the influence of
respondents’ characteristics might be useful in targeting the mar-
keting of valuable areas. The influence of particular characteristics
will be examined in future studies.

Other questions, too, wait to be answered. Inasmuch as the
present study was focused on traditional and, hence, generally
positively perceived landscapes, it provides poor results for
analyzing consensus on negatively perceived landscapes. Many
researchers have made pronouncements on this issue, but no valid
proof has yet been presented. Also, the effects on consensus for-
mation due to the presence of particular landscape elements and
attributes should be examined. Many studies have proven these
elements and attributes to be factors driving VAQ (see Section 1). As
VAQ is of major importance for consensus, then, logically, elements
and attributes must also have direct impact on consensus.

Neglecting consensus in landscape assessment studies may lead
to inaccurate conclusions. If an investigation identifies high VAQ
but this is coupled with a poor level of consensus, then this will
reflect an unshared value that scarcely is within the public interest
to protect. In our opinion, therefore, consensus should be studied
intensively in the future.
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Hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny na prikladu
chranénych krajinnych oblasti

(Perception-based assessments of landscape visual qualities
in landscape protected areas)

Zuzana SKRIVANOVA, Ondfej KALIVODA,
Jiti VOJAR, Dan ZAHRADNIK

Prispevek se zabyva vizualnimi kvalitami krajiny a jejich hodnocenim verejnosti.
Text je vystupem sociologického vyzkumu, béhem kterého vice nez 400 uzivatelii
turistickych tras hodnotilo estetickou kvalitu 24 krajinnych scenérii Ve ctyrech vybranych
chranénych krajinnych oblastech. Na zakladé ziskanych dat byly zjistovany preference
respondentit a konsensus V jejich hodnoceni. Bylo zjisténo, zZe ve volné krajine (Krajina
extravilanu) jSou preferovany scenérie S kulturné-historickou ¢i prirodni dominantou,
zatimco nejhorsi hodnoceni obdrzely scenérie S dominantou sidla ¢i Krajiny zemédelské
S nedostatecnym zastoupenim zelené. Co se tyce konsensu, Vysledky ukazuji, Ze konsensus
V hodnocent vizuadlnich kvalit volné krajiny je pomérne vysoky, pricemz jeho hodnota neni
konstantni. Konsensus se postupné méni SPolu S vizudalnimi kvalitami krajiny, pricemz

plati vztah, cim libivejsi krajina, tim vyssi konsensus.

1  Vizualni kvality krajiny

Stejné tak jako je téZko uchopitelny pojem ,.krajina®, 1 pojem ,estetickd (vizualni)
kvalita krajiny* postrddda svou pifesnou definici. Vzdy zédlezi na pfistupu,
ktery kK definovani estetické kvality krajiny pouZijeme.

Prestoze estetiku krajiny lze vnimat vSemi smysly, rozhodujici je pfi jejim
hodnoceni zkusenost zrakova (Stibral et al., 2009). V ptipadech, kdy je esteticka kvalita
krajiny posuzovana pouze zrakem (napf. na fotografiich krajinnych scenérii),
je pak vhodng&jsi hovofit o kvalité vizualni®.

Pojem ,.kvalita® je v obecném smyslu definovéan jako jakost neboli udaj o vlastnosti
urcité véci, ktery ndm dava odpovéd’ na otdzku ,,jaky?. Daniel (2001) upozornuje, Ze
V kontextu hodnoceni krajiny mtze byt kvalita vnimana velmi rozdilnym zplisobem —
kvalitu krajiny miize predstavovat zajisténi zakladnich lidskych potieb (jidlo, voda, ukryt,

V textu je dle tohoto klice pouzivan jak termin ,,esteticka®, tak termin ,,vizualni* kvalita krajiny.
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moznost odpoc€inku, aj.), dusevnich potieb (identita s ptirodou, pocit sily, aj.) nebo jeji
pfirodni hodnota. V souvislosti s estetickymi kvalitami krajiny mezi sebou po staleti
soupetily dva pfistupy — objektivni a subjektivni. Zatimco podle objektivniho ptistupu je
estetickd hodnota krajiny dana jejimi vlastnostmi a je tedy inherentni vlastnosti krajiny,
podle subjektivniho piistupu estetickd hodnota vznikd az v o¢ich pozorovatele, a je
produktem lidské mysli (Lothian, 1999).

Lothian (1999) uvadi, Ze moderni filosofové se pfiklangji spiSe k tomu nazoru,
ze esteticka hodnota krajiny je vyplodem mysli pozorovateld. Daniel (2001) vSak
upozornuje, ze racionalni a téz popularni feSeni vznikd spojenim obou piistupti, nebot
krajina a lidské vnimani krajinného prostiedi jsou ve vzajemné interakci. Esteticka
hodnota krajiny vznika na zakladé vztahu mezi jejimi vlastnostmi a G¢inkem, které tyto
vlastnosti maji na ¢lovéka - pozorovatele (napt. Vorel et al., 2003; Jessel, 2006).

2  Hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny

Systematické hodnoceni estetickych kvalit krajiny vzniklo a vyvijelo se pfedev§im
v druhé poloviné 20. stoleti. RozliSuje dva rozdilné zplsoby: expertni hodnoceni
(expert-based assessment) a vefejné hodnoceni’ (perception-based assessment) (Lothian,
1999). Expertni hodnoceni vychazi z objektivniho pfistupu, vefejné hodnoceni z ptistupu
subjektivniho. Zatimco expertni hodnoceni estetickych kvalit krajiny, v Ceské
republice znamé jako preventivni resp. kauzalni hodnoceni krajinného razu (Vorel et al,,
2003), ma své praktické vyuziti prevazné v ochrané ptirody a krajiny. Hodnoceni
zalozené na vizudlnich preferencich vefejnosti byva spiSe predmétem védeckych
vyzkumt (Daniel, 2001).

Existuje obecny piedpoklad, ze expertni hodnoceni je v souladu shodnocenim
vetejnosti (Clay et Smidt, 2004). AvSak napt. Rogge et al. (2007) prokazali rozdilné
preference zemédélské krajiny nejen mezi experty a zemédé€lci, ale i mezi experty a
obyvateli krajiny. ZkuSenosti ukazuji, ze rozdily mezi expertnim a vetejnym hodnocenim,
mohou zpusobit problémové situace (De la Fuente de Val et al., 2006). Z toho divodu je
podporovana kombinace expertniho a vetejného hodnoceni (Daniel, 2001; Arriaza et al.,
2004), tzn. expertni hodnoceni vychazejici z preferenci vefejnosti. Napt. Stephenson
(2008) ve své praci overila, Zze zapojeni mistnich skupin pomoci vetejného hodnoceni
vizualnich kvalit krajiny miZze expertim vyznamné pomoci porozumeét piirodnim a
kulturnim hodnotam dané lokality. Na tomto misté¢ je dalezit¢ upozornit, Ze vyznam
vefejného hodnoceni nesmi byt preceniovan, pficemz otevienou otazkou ziistava, co je
jeho vysledkem. Predpokladem je, ze krajina, kterd vytvoii kombinaci vjemt, interpretaci
(a)nebo pocitli, jez pozorovatelé-respondenti rovnomérné posoudi jako vysokou

z Doslovny ¢esky preklad ,,perception-based assessment®, tedy ,,hodnoceni zaloZzené na vnimani

(krajiny)“, nevystihuje podstatu tohoto pfistupu. V textu je pouzit termin ,,vefejné hodnoceni®.
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estetickou kvalitu, krajinou s vysokou estetickou hodnotou opravdu je (Daniel, 2001).
Avsak jiz Sokrates spojoval krasu s mordlkou (Lothian, 1999). A tak, pokud lidska
spolecnost za esteticky kvalitni oznaci ekologicky stabilni a zdravou krajinu, znamena to,
ze 1jeji moralka je stabilni a zdrava. Pokud vSak spolecnost za esteticky kvalitni povazuje
krajinu, ktera je ekologicky vysoce nestabilni, nebo nerespektuje kulturné-historické
hodnoty dané krajiny, lze tuto skutecnost vnimat jako signal Spatné moralky spole¢nosti
(Daniel, 2001). V uvedeném piipad¢ je vyznam veiejného hodnoceni posunut k predikci
patologickych preferenci ve spolecnosti, tedy stavu, kdy by méla byt zjednana naprava.

2.1 Verejné hodnoceni

Vetejné hodnoceni estetickych kvalit krajiny je zaméfeno na jedince, jakozto na
vnimajici subjekty s jejich pocity, potiecbami a predstavami (Jessel, 2006). Zahrnuje tak
vSechny aspekty vztahu ¢lovéka a krajiny. Lothian (1999) uvadi, Ze vefejné hodnoceni
kombinuje psychofyzické postupy, vizualni podnéty krajiny a statistické analyzy.
Aplikace vefejného hodnoceni na tizemni celky nebo dokonce na uzemi celého naroda
povazuje Lothian (1999) za zputsob, jak ustanovit estetickou kvalitu krajiny, kterou lze
méfit, fidit 1 predpovidat.

Hodnotiteli krajiny jsou nahodné¢ resp. cilené¢ vybrani respondenti z fad odborné i
laické vefejnosti. Mezi zakladni otazky vyzkumii zabyvajicich se vefejnym hodnocenim
patii dotaz na preference spojené s krasou scenérie (,,scenic beauty*) ( napi. De Val et al.
2003; Clay et Smidt, 2004; Dramstad, 2005), pfipadné na preference mezi jednotlivymi
scenériemi krajiny (napf. Arriaza, 2004; Van den Berg et Koole, 2006). Dale mohou byt
respondenti pozaddni o pfisouzeni riiznych vlastnosti (atribut) krajinnym scenériim
(napt. Rogge et al., 2007). Ke zjisténi preferenci byva casto pouzivan dotaznik s tzv.
Likertovou $kalou®. Tuto $kélu, kterd umoziiuje s ordinalni hodnotou pracovat jako s
intervalem (Disman, 1993) Ize pouzit, pokud je respondentim poskytnuto minimalné pét,
optimalné vSak sedm kategorii (pouzito napt. Palmer et Lankhorst, 1998; Arriaza et al.,
2004; Van den Berg et Koole, 2006). Dalsi moznosti, jak identifikovat vizualni
preference je vyuZiti otevienych ¢i strukturovanych interview (napi. Coeterier, 1996)
nebo klasifikace fotografii krajiny dle urcitych kritérii (,,photo-based sorting procedure*)
(napt. Fyhri et al., 2009). Pro ovéfeni vhodné zvolené metodiky vyzkumu (vybér
fotografii, formulace otazek apod.) byvad na menSim vzorku respondentii uskutecnén
pilotni vyzkum (napt. Clay et Daniel, 2000 nebo Fyhri et al., 2009;). Respondenti mohou
krajinu hodnotit pfimo v terénu, nicméné z divodi efektivity byva krajinnd scenérie
nahrazovana fotografii (pouzito napt. Clay et Smidt, 2004; De Val et al., 2003; Tveit,
2009) a prezentovana v tiSténé podobé (Arriaza et al., 2004), piipadné¢ s vyuzitim
projektoru (Bulut et Yilmaz, 2009). Coeterier (1996) doporucuje pouziti panoramatické

3 Likertova Skdla = Skala na méreni postojl a nazor lidi (jsou predloZena tvrzeni ¢i vyroky, které
zkoumana osoba oznaci vybérem z nékolikastupriové miry souhlasu nebo nesouhlasu)
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fotografie (pouzito napf. Rogge et al., 2007), nebot’ tyto poskytuji lepsi pohled na krajinu
jako celek. Mnoho studii vsak vyuzilo béznych fotografii (napt. Clay and Daniel, 2001
nebo Sklenicka and Molnérova, 2010). Vysoka validita hodnoceni estetické resp. vizualni
kvality krajiny v terénu a na fotografiich vyplyva z mnozstvi studii (napf. Stewart et al.,
1984; Stamps, 1990; Palmer et Hoffman, 2001). Vyuzit Ize i novych technologii jako je
pocitacova vizualizace krajiny (napf. Ode et al., 2009). Manipulativni experimenty
S vizualizacemi krajiny usnadiiuji interpretaci vysledkii, nebot’ kromé sledovanych jevi
udrzuji konstantni vlastnosti okoli. Naopak nevyhodou vizualizaci je fakt, ze nezobrazuji
krajinu se vSemi jejimi aspekty, ale pouze tzv. ,hypotetickou krajinu“ (Ode et al., 2009).
Krajinné scenérie pouzivané pro vyzkum preferenci vefejnosti by mély mit stejny pomér
a barvu oblohy a svételné podminky, nebot' nebe, vzduch, mraky a svétlo jsou pro
vizualni zazitek z krajiny zasadni (Stibral, 2005). S vyuzitim statistickych analyz jsou
odhaleny matematické vztahy mezi komponenty krajiny a vizualnimi preferencemi
pozorovateld (Arriaza et al., 2003). Vysledkem je identifikace prvku, resp.
vlastnosti krajiny, jez jsou vefejnosti povazovany za vizualné kvalitni (Daniel, 2001).

Studii zabyvajicich se vefejnym hodnocenim vizualnich kvalit krajiny bylo zejména
v poslednich dekadach publikovano mnoho. Cile, studované lokality, charakteristiky
respondentll, ale i metody samotného hodnoceni jsou riznorodé. Na ponékud obecnéjsi
urovni se vizualnim preferencim vénovali napt. Angileri et Toccolini (1993). Na zaklade
vefejného hodnoceni rozdélili krajinu na ,.krajinu chudou®, vyskytujici se v suburbiich,
kde se nachazi neuspofddand zmét riznych vyuziti krajiny; dale ,krajinu neutralni®,
tvofenou intenzivné obhospodafovanou rovinou s malo vyraznou krajinnou strukturou;
,krajinu dobrou®, jez je de facto totozna s neutralni, pfi¢emz jsou v ni zastoupeny
charakteristické prvky jako biehové porosty ¢i jind rozptylend zelei; ,krajinu velmi
dobrou® s vy$$im zastoupenim a kontrastem zastoupené zelen¢; a ,krajinu excelentni®,
ktera je zdravou krajinou se zvinénym povrchem. Podobn¢ i Coeterier (1996) prokazal,
ze vyuziti krajiny ("use") je jednim z klicovych faktort, které urcuji vizualni preference
jejich obyvatel. Dalsi studie pak prokazaly zvySené vizudlni preference pro nckteré
krajinné prvky, zejména pro vodu (Arriaza et al., 2004; Dramstad et al., 2006; Bulut et
Yilmaz 2009), vegetani pokryv (Angileri et Toccolini 1993; Arriaza et al.,, 2004),
pritomnost dobfe udrzovanych lidskych obydli (Clay et Smidt, 2004; Bulut et Yilmaz,
2008), ptitomnost hor (Arriaza et al., 2004), skal (Bulut et Yilmaz, 2008) a luk ¢i kvétin
(Clay et Daniel, 2000). Pritomnost antropogennich prvkl v krajin€, jako jsou napft. silnice
(Clay et Daniel, 2000), elektrické draty, pramysl preference respondentii snizuje (Arriaza
et al., 2004).

Kromé krajinnych prvkii mohou byt vizudlni preference vyznamné ovlivnény i
ur¢itymi vlastnostmi (atributy) krajiny jako je otevienost (,,openness®) (Strumse, 1994;
Rogge et al., 2007), jednotnost (,,unity*) (Coeterier, 1996), rozmanitost (,,diversity*) (De
la Fuente de Val et al., 2006), riiznorodost (,,variety*) (Clay et Smidt, 2004), pfirozenost
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(,,naturalness*) (Palmer, 2004; Ode et al., 2009), zietelnost (,,vividness®) (Clay et Smidt,
2004), divokost (,,wilderness*) (Arriaza et al., 2004, Van den Berg et Koole, 2006) nebo
typicnost (,.typicality) (Hégerhall, 2001). Clay et Smidt (2004) upozoriiuji, Ze mezi
atributy krajiny existuji vzajemné vztahy (napf. zfetelnost je korelovana s riznorodosti),
takZe ne vSechny poskytuji unikatni nezavislou informaci o vizualni kvalité.

Dale bylo védecky prokazano, Ze vizudlni preference vyznamné ovliviiuje krajinna
struktura resp. jeji kompozice a konfigurace (Palmer, 2004). Vyhodou je, Ze kompozici 1
konfiguraci krajiny lze vyjadfit exaktné méfitelnymi indexy krajinné struktury
(,,Jandscape pattern indices®), coz znamend, ze s jejich vyuzitim lze vizualni kvalitu
krajinné struktury objektivizovat. Studiu indexti krajinné struktury a jejich schopnosti
predikovat vizudlni preference se vénovalo hned nékolik autorti. Palmer (2004) prokazal,
7e ukazatelé krajinné kompozice jsou s vizualni kvalitou krajiny spojeny tésnéji, nez
ukazatel¢ krajinné konfigurace. Prokazatelny pozitivni vliv na vizudlni preference
potvrdil Palmer (2004) u ukazateld krajinné kompozice, jako je relativni zastoupeni
krajiny zemédélské a souvisejici volné krajiny a relativni zastoupeni krajiny moktadni a
vodni. Naopak relativni zastoupeni krajiny méstské a krajiny odpadni (,,waste area®,
krajina se skladkami a pise¢nymi doly) prokazalo v Palmerovée studii negativni ovlivnéni
vizualnich preferenci. Z ukazatelll krajinné konfigurace byl v Palmerové studii prokazan
pouze pozitivni vliv hustoty okraji (,,edge density”). V souvislosti sindexy krajinné
struktury Dramstad et al. (2006) prokazali pozitivni vliv u poctem krajinného typu
(,number of landscape type®), pocet plosek (,number of patches”) a rGznorodost
krajinného typu (,,land type diversity*). Dal§imi, kdo se tomuto tématu vénovali, byli De
la Fuente de Val et al. (2006), ktefi jednotlivé indexy vztdhli k jedenécti vizualnim
atributim krajiny. Vysledky jejich studie naznacuji, ze dulezitym faktorem majici vliv na
vizualni preference je riznorodost (,,heterogeneity*) krajiny.

Vysledky preferencnich studii ukazuji, ze pro vizualni preference dilezitou roli hraje
i celkovy kontext vyzkumu. Gobster et al. (1999) uvadéji, ze tento kontext zahrnuje jak
efekt riznych typt hodnocenych krajin (napf. divoka, zeméd¢lskd, kulturni nebo
metropolitni krajina), tak efekt riiznych vlastnosti respondentt.

Bulut et Yilmaz (2008) odhalili vliv krajinnych prvkd a atributi na preference
respondentll v riznych krajinnych typech a jejich vysledky ukazuji, ze napf. stupen
textury (,texture level®) je vyznamny v pfirodnich krajindch, zatimco zeleni v krajinach
s geologickymi utvary. Na skute¢nost, ze priorita vizudlnich kvalit krajiny se mize ménit
pro rizné krajinné typy upozornil jiz Coeterier (1996). Oproti tomu Bulut et Yilmaz
(2009) ve své studii zaméefené na vodni krajiny dospéli k zavéru, ze ve vSech typech
vodni krajiny (celkem 6 krajinnych typt) byly preference nejvice spjaty s parametrem

zietelnosti (,,vividness) a fantasti¢nosti (,,fascinaty*).

Mezi dalsi ukazatele majici vliv na preference vizudlnich kvalit krajiny patii rizné
vlastnosti resp. demografické charakteristiky respondenttii. Dle vysledki Van den Berg et



Aktualni otazky ochrany krajinného razu 2014

Koole (2006) preferuji zemédélci, staii lidé, lidé s nizkymi piijmy a lidé s nizkym
stupném vzdélani upravené krajiny, a naopak mladi lid¢, lidé s vysokymi piijmy a
s vysokym stupném vzdélani a lidé podporujici zelenou politiku relativné vysoce
preferuji krajinu divokou. K podobnym zavérim dospéli i Sklenicka et Molnarova
(2010), kteti konstatuji, ze upravované pastviny a neptivodni upravované jehlicnaté lesy
preferuji starsi lidé s nizkou urovni vzdélani, s nizkymi piijmy, Zijici ve studijni lokalité,
zatimco divoké listnaté lesy preferuji mladsi lidé s vyS$§im vzdélanim, s vys$Simi piijmy,
zijici mimo studijni lokalitu. V1iv trovné vzdélani na preference potvrzuji ve své studii i
Angileri et Toccolini (1993). Van den Berg et Koole (2006) dodavaji, ze vzhledem ke
skuteCnosti, ze vySka prijmu Casto souvisi se stupném vzdelani, nemusi mit stupen
vzdélani na vysledné preference vyznamny vliv. Dramsdat et al. (2006) a Tveit (2009) za
klicovy faktor ovliviiyjici preference respondentd oznacili profesni resp. studijni
zamé&feni respondentli. Dalsi ze sledovanych charakteristik je misto bydlisté, které muze,
ale nemusi preference vefejnosti ovlivnit (Van den Berg et Koole, 2006; Tveit, 2009).
Vyznamny vliv miize mit i G¢el navstévy krajiny (Van den Berg et Koole, 2006). Van
den Berg et Koole (2006) dale uvadeji, ze faktory pohlavi, nabozenstvi, jiné zaméstnani
nez v zemeédelstvi, jiné politické preference nez zelené, nemaji zasadni vliv na vizualni
preference spolecnosti. Oproti tomu v jinych studiich byl vliv pohlavi (Ode et al., 2009) a
zaméstnani (povolani) (Svobodova et al., 2012) prokazan. Dulezitym faktorem je vztah
ke krajin€, napt. Rogge et al. (2007) prokazali, ze zemédélci, obyvatelé krajiny a experti
maji rizné vizualni preference. Rogge et al. (2007) dale upozoriiuji, Ze respondenti
s rozdilnym vztahem ke krajiné maji nejen riizné vizudlni preference, ale pii jejich
hodnoceni pouzivaji 1 riznd kritéria. Dilezity zaveér ucinil Strumse (1996), ktery
konstatoval, ze vizualni preference krajiny jsou ve vétSi mife ovliviiovany vzhledem
krajiny, tedy zastoupenim krajinnych prvka a vlastnostmi krajiny, nez charakteristikami
respondentl. Ke stejnému zaveéru dospéli t€z Ode et al. (2009).

V souvislosti s demografickymi charakteristikami mize byt vyzkum vizualnich
preferenci  krajiny ovlivnén vybérem vzorku respondentl. Dle metodologie
sociologického vyzkumu je idedlni ndhodny vybér (Disman, 1993), pfi¢emZ plati, Ze
pouze dostatecné mnoZzstvi respondentll zajisti kvalitni vysledky vyzkumu. Nahodny
vybér 1 vysoky pocet respondentll jsou parametry, které jsou v praxi Casto obtizné
dosazitelné. Mnoho autort preferencnich studii vyuzilo ke svému vyzkumu skupinu,
kterou Ize nejjednoduseji oslovit, a sice studenty (napf. Arriaza et al., 2004; Bulut et
Yilmaz, 2009; Clay et Smidt, 2004). V této souvislosti je nutné uvést zavéry Dramsdat et
al. (2006) a Tveit (2009) kteti zdaraziuji, Ze preference ekologicky zamétenych studentl
neodpovidaji preferencim Siroké vetejnosti. Na rozdilné preference studentii vs. obyvatel
krajiny upozoriiuje i Coeterier (1996). Mezi dalsi skupiny respondentt, na které se autofi
preferencnich studii zaméfili patii residenti (Coeterier, 1996; Palmer, 2004; Van den
Berg et Koole, 2006; Svobodova et al., 2012), zeméd¢lci (Angileri et Toccolini, 1993),
turisté¢ (Fyhri et al., 2009; Ribeiro et al., 2013); lovci (Ribeiro et al., 2013) nebo experti
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na hodnoceni vizudlnich kvalit krajiny (Clay et Smidt, 2004). Pocet respondentd se
v preferencnich studiich pohybuje od desitek (n = 35; Angileri et Toccolini, 1993) do
n¢kolika set (n = 500, Van den Berg et Koole), nicméné obvykle je dosahovano poctu
okolo 100 respondentli (De la Fuente de Val et al., 2006; Rogge et al., 2007; Bulut et
Yilmaz, 2009). Vysokého poctu respondentii lze dosdhnout s vyuZzitim internetového
dotazniku (n = 703, Ode et al., 2009; n = 1050, Svobodova et al., 2012). V souvislosti s
poctem respondentli Coeterier (1996) uvadi, Ze pouhych Sest az sedm respondentd
dokaze specifikovat vizualni kvalitu krajiny. Nutno dodat, Zze Coeterier (1996) provad¢l
svij vyzkum formou otevieného interview.

Velmi dilezity vliv na vizualni preference mohou mit i souvislosti vyzkumu. Napf.
Van den Berg et Koole (2006) zjistili, Ze stejné scenérie krajiny vykazuji rozdilné
preference v ptipadech, kdy je respondentim sdéleno, ze se jedna o plan na zménu
vyuziti izemi v okoli jejich bydlisté¢ oproti ptipadim, kdy je respondentiim sdéleno, Ze
se jedna o krajinu stavajici.

Zavérem je nutné zminit vyhody a nevyhody vetfejnych hodnoceni vizuélnich kvalit
krajiny. Nespornou vyhodou, v porovnani s expertnim hodnocenim, je skute¢nost, ze i
pri relativn€ nizkém poctu respondentti vykazuje toto hodnoceni vysokou miru reliability
(Daniel, 2001). Dalsi pozitivum pak ptredstavuje moznost rozd¢lit vizualni kvalitu krajiny
do vyssiho poctu kategorii, ¢imz se vyrazné zvysSuje piesnost této klasifikace (Tveit,
2009). To, na kolik kategorii bude vizualni kvalita krajiny rozdé€lena, stanovuje rozsahem
hodnotici Skaly nebo jejim ndslednym zpracovanim sdm vyzkumnik. Naopak mezi
problematické aspekty vetfejného hodnoceni patii vyS$si finan¢ni, ¢asova a organizacni
naro¢nost (Lothian, 1999). Lothian (1999) dale upozoriiuje, Ze ackoliv vetejné hodnoceni
estetickych kvalit krajiny pifinasi objektivni vysledky, urCité zkresleni milize piinést
sestaveni a vyhodnoceni dotazniku. Ur¢itym rizikem je i zkresleni vysledki hodnoceni
diky rozdilnym charakteristikdm respondenti. Je proto dilezité, aby byly studie zalozené

na reprezentativnim vzorku respondenttl, samoziejmé s ohledem na sviij ucel.

3 Konsensus ve vefejném hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny

Estetika krajiny a jeji hodnoceni je casto kritizovdna pro vysokou miru
subjektivity (Daniel, 2001; Kupka et al., 2010). Jednou z moznosti, jak této kritice
argumentovat je prokazani obecného konsensu v hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny.
Tento konsensus nastava, kdyz vSichni hodnotitelé preferuji totozné krajiny stejné
(Purcell and Lamb, 1984). Zatimco studii zabyvajicich se vizualnimi preferencemi bylo
Vv poslednich desetiletich uskuteénéno mnoho, poznatky o tom, jaké faktory formuji
konsenzus ve vefejném hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny jsou pouze omezené
(Kalivoda et al., 2014).
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Prokézani konsensu v hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny je zakladni podminkou
pro aplikaci vysledkii preferencnich studii do praxe (Hagerhall, 2001). Pokud bychom
konsensus neprokdzali, pak nezbyva, nez vizualni estetické hodnoty povazovat za
hodnotu subjektivni a zaroven pfipustit, Ze ji nelze chranit ve vefejném zajmu. Piestoze
pfi studiu vizualnich hodnot krajiny by mél byt obecny konsenzus povazovan za jedno z
centrdlnich témat (Purcell et Lamb, 1984; Stamps et Naser, 1997; Hagerhall, 2001), jeho
vyzkum byl zanedban a pouze omezené mnozstvi autorii se jim zabyvalo. Z niZze uvedené
reSerSe vyplyva, ze autofi v minulosti vyjadiovali své nazory ohledn¢ konsenzu, nicméné
ve védecké literatufe lze dohledat pouze tfi relevantni studie zaloZzené na statistickych
analyzach: Dearden (1981), a Purcell a Lamb (1984) a Hagerhall (2001).

Kates (1967) ve své eseji predpokladal vyznamnou shodu na tom, co je oskliveé,
zatimco krasu povazoval za hodnotu prchavou, nepolapitelnou, individualni a subjektivni.
Soucasné dosel k zavéru, ze krasa a osklivost nejsou dvéma extrémy jedné Skaly, ale ze
jde o dvé skaly na sobé nezavislé. Na rozdil od krasy, povazoval osklivost za cosi
objektivniho, definovatelného. Odtud také vyplynul jeho névrh zjistovat miru oSklivosti a
ochranu esteticky cennych krajin zalozit na pfedchdzeni tomuto negativnimu extrému.
Nicméné Dearden (1981), spolu s dal$imi novodobé&jSimi autory nesdileli jeho nazor.
Krasu a osklivost povazovali za opacné extrémy jedné Skaly. Jiz Dearden (1981) pomoci
preferen¢ni studie, ve které 12 pozorovatelli hodnotilo 43 krajin v terénu, prokazal, Ze
shoda v hodnoceni roste spolu s narustem krasy krajiny. K opaénému zaveéru, a sice, ze
konsensus neni spojen ani s krasnou, ani s osklivou krajinou, dospéli Purcell and Lamb
(1984), ve které 85 respondentli hodnotilo 180 (resp. 105) krajinnych scenérii. Ve své
studii dospéli k zavéru, ze vysoky konsensus se objevuje u ziejmych, bezkonfliktnich
krajin, pficemZ jako konflikt uvadéji napt. golfové hiisté nebo zaplevelenou plochu, tedy
scenérie, na které mohou mit respondenti rizny pohled, v zavislosti na svych znalostech.
Dals§im, kdo ve své praci zminuje obecny konsensus na vizudlnich kvalitdch krajiny je
Coeterier (1996), nicméné omezuje se pouze na konstatovani, ze obecna shoda existuje,
pricemz tuto blize neanalyzuje.

Purcell and Lamb (1984) formulovali nékolik obecnych zavéri o vzniku
variability v hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny: (i) pokud je konsensus v hodnoceni
vizudlnich kvalit krajiny posuzovan na zaklad¢ rozmanitého vzorku krajin, variance se
meéni spojit¢ od nejmensi k nejvetsi, (ii) konsensus se neobjevuje pouze u krajin
s vysokou nebo nizkou vizudlni kvalitou, ale u krajin reprezentujicich jednoznaény
pfiklad dané vizualni kvality, (iii) existuji skupiny respondentii s rozdilnym thlem
pohledu na konkrétni krajinné typy, (iv) existuji tfi faktory ovlivilujici konsensus
V hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny: méfitko krajiny, pfirodni versus clovékem
pozménéné prostiedi, pfitomnost nebo absence vody, (v) atributy krajiny spojené s jeji
vizualni kvalitou nejsou posuzovany riiznorod¢.
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Hagerall (2001) ve své studii analyzovala tfi faktory, které konsensus v hodnoceni
vizualnich kvalit krajiny mohou ovlivnit: (i) vizualni kvalita krajiny, (ii) krajinny typ a to,
do jaké miry tento typ odpovidd svému idealizovanému mentalnimu obrazu a (iii)
variabilita mezi respondenty. Tato studie dospé€la k zavéru, Ze ¢im vice krajinna scenérie
odpovida idealizovanému mentalnimu obrazu daného krajinného typu, tim véEtsi panuje
shoda v hodnoceni jejich vizualnich kvalit. Ohledné demografickych analyz Hagerhall
(2001) s vyuzitim cluster analyzy prokazala, Ze konsensus vyrazn¢ neovliviiuji. Nutno
dodat, ze Hagerhall (2001) se ve své studii omezila pouze na krajinny typ pastvin.

4 Metodika

Vyzkum byl provadén formou dotaznikového Setieni ve ctyfech chranénych
krajinnych oblastech (CHKO) ve Stiedoc¢eském kraji ¢i jeho blizkosti. Jednalo se o
CHKO Blanik, Cesky kras, Kokofinsko a Zelezné hory. CHKO byly pro vyzkum vybrany
s ohledem na vzdalenost od Prahy, coz ovliviiuje jejich potencial pro cestovni ruch.
Vzhledem k tomu, Ze studijni tzemi se nachazeji v CHKO, krajina se vyznacuje pomérné
vysokymi vizudlnimi kvalitami.

Nejprve byl proveden terénni pruzkum, béhem né¢hoZ bylo pofizeno piiblizné
400 barevnych fotografii krajinnych scenérii ve vSech sledovanych CHKO. Fotografie
byly pofizovany ve volné krajiné a venkovskych sidlech béhem letnich mésicti roku 2010
s uzitim fotoaparatu Panasonic LUMIX DMC-TZS5 s jednotnou ohniskovou vzdalenosti
35 mm a pomérem stran 4:3. Fotografie nebyly zddnym zplisobem upravovany. Pfi jejich
pofizovani byly zachovavany srovnatelné podminky, které ve své praci popisuje napf.
Svobodova (2013). Z potizenych fotografii pak byla expertnim vybérem vytvotfena sada
175 fotografii reprezentativnich pro pfedem stanovené kategorie. Kategorizace byla
vytvofena na zakladé kritérii, kterd byla vybrana v souladu s poznatky z pfedchozich
preferen¢nich studii. Sada fotografii byla rozd€lena do dvou zdkladnich skupin
(krajinnych typii): volna krajina, pfedstavujici extravilan, a krajina venkovskych sidel,
tedy intravilan. V obou krajinnych typech bylo na zaklad¢ ptitomnosti urcitych elementi
a atributd stanoveno Sest kategorii, kazda z nich méla dvé podkategorie (blizky/vzdaleny
pohled u volné krajiny, respektive usporddana/neusporddand scenérie u krajiny
venkovskych sidel). V kategorizaci nebylo zohlednéno misto pofizeni fotografie,
nerozhodovalo tedy, ve které chranéné krajinné oblasti byla fotografie potizena. VSechny
scenérie byly podle pfedem stanovenych kritérii a na zaklad¢ shody autort rozdéleny do
jednotlivych krajinnych typt, kategorii a podkategorii (blize viz Skiivanova et al., 2014).
Pro vybér scenérii urCenych pro dotaznik byl vyuzit ndhodny stratifikovany vybér s
vyuzitim programu Microsoft Office Excel 2007. Kazda podkategorii byla v
dotaznikovém Setieni reprezentovana jednou fotografii, celkem tak respondenti hodnotili
12 fotografii volné krajiny a 12 krajiny venkovskych sidel.
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Nasledn¢ byl proveden sociologicky vyzkum, kdy byly zjistovany postoje
uzivateld turistickych tras, at’ se jednalo o mistni obyvatele, turisty ¢i jiné uZzivatele.
Vzhledem k vysoké mife vyuZivani znaGenych turistickych tras v Ceské republice,
poskytuje tato skupina respondentd riiznorody vzorek obyvatelstva. Nadto mohou tdaje o
uzivatelich turistickych tras vyrazné pfispét k managementu krajiny a jejimu marketingu.
Respondenti byli oslovovani ptfimo v terénu. V kazdé ze ¢tyt CHKO byla ur¢ena mista na
turistickych trasach, na nichz v zafi 2010 probchlo dotaznikové Setifeni. Mista pro sbér
dotaznikti byla vybirana s ohledem na dostate¢nou frekvenci pohybu potencionalnich
respondentu, zpravidla se jednalo o kiizovatku dvou ¢i vice turistickych tras. Zohlednény
byly i rozdilné charakteristiky jednotlivych mist sbéru dotaznikli (napt. naro¢nost terénu,
poloha v blizkosti ¢i mimo dosah sidel atp.), aby bylo mozno oslovit co nejriznorodéjsi
vzorek respondentid. Pro vybér respondentli byla pouzita ,,samovybérova“ statisticka
procedura nazyvana ,.haphazard“ (Babbie, 2010). V praxi to znamenalo, Ze byl osloven
kazdy, kdo v danou dobu prochazel pies zajmovou lokalitu. Respondenti byli pozadani o
vyplnéni a odevzdani dotazniku in situ (na mist¢). Timto pfistupem bylo dosazeno vysoké
navratnosti dotaznikti, jez dosahla témét 90 %. Dohromady respondenti vyplnili
442 dotaznikd, piiblizné 100 v kazdé CHKO.

Pro sociologicky vyzkum byl vyuzit dotaznik s uzavienymi otdzkami, vyplihovany
bez asistence tazatele (tzv. self-administered questionnaire). Jeho vyplnéni trvalo
pfiblizn€ deset minut. Dotaznik obsahoval 16 otazek, rozdélenych do tii sekei.
Respondenti byli nejprve dotazovani na udaje o jejich pobytu v CHKO. Nasledné byly
zjiStovany jejich preference, pfedev§im ve vztahu k 24 scenériim volné krajiny a krajiny
venkovskych sidel. V posledni casti dotazniku respondenti uvadeli nasledujici
demografické uidaje: pohlavi, vék, vzdélani, zaméstnani, misto narozeni, misto bydlisté. V
preferenéni casti dotazniku respondenti odpovidali na otazku ,,Ohodnot’te prosim
fotografie z nasténky podle toho, jak se Vam libi, na $kale od —3 do +3“. Estetické
preference tak byly vyjadfovany na sedmibodové srovnavaci Skale (viz napt. De la Fuente
de Val et al., 2006; Bulut et Yilmaz, 2009), ¢islované od —3 (negativni extrém) po +3
(pozitivni extrém). Extrémni hodnoty byly doplnény slovnim popisem ,,velice osklivé®,
respektive ,,velice hezké“. Popis extrémi vychdzi ze dvou kategorii estetického
hodnoceni, jak je popsal Valenta (2008), tedy ,.krasny*“ a ,,08klivy*“. Obdobny pftistup
prezentuje i Michal (2000), ktery za generalizovany esteticky soud povazuje vyjadreni ,,to
se mi libi*, respektive ,,to se mi nelibi“. Fotografie byly respondentim predkladany na
plakatu (format AO) tak, aby mohli vidét vSechny fotografie soucasné¢ a vzijemné je
porovnat (doporuceno napi. Arriaza et al., 2004). Velikost prezentovanych fotografii byla
150 x 112,5 mm. Fotografie byly na plakatu uspofadany nahodné v ramci krajinnych
typl. Pii sociologickém prizkumu byl plakat umistén ve vysi o€i, respondentiim bylo
umoznéno pristoupit bezprosttedné k nému. Doba pro zhlédnuti, pfipadné porovnani
predkladanych scenérii a vyplnéni dotazniku nebyla omezena. Na zavér byla data
s vyuzitim vhodnych statistickych metod analyzovéna.
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5 Vysledky

Podrobné vysledky vyzkumu jsou soucasti dvou c¢lankd resp. dizertacni prace,
kterou je mozné si vyzadat emailem (viz kontakt). Z dotazniki sebranych v CHKO
Blanik byly zjistovany faktory ovlivitujici vizualni preference (Skiivanova et al., 2014),
ze vSech dotaznikd byl pak stanoven konsensus v hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny
(Kalivoda et al., 2014).
V tomto pfispévku jsou prezentovany vysledky preferenci ikonsensu pro skupinu
fotografii typu ,,volna krajina* (obr. 1) s vyuzitim dat ze vSech sledovanych CHKO.
Oproti vySe zminénym c¢lankim, v tomto ptispévku neni popsan vliv demografickych
faktorti respondentii na preference ani konsensus.

“B

Obr. 1. Ukdzka 12 fotografii volné krajiny, které byly soucdsti sociologického vyzkumu (Foto:
Skrivanova, 2010).

5.1 Vizualni preference

Pro vyjadieni celkovych vysledkti hodnocenych krajinnych scenérii byl sestrojen
histogram (obr. 2). Histogram ukazuje na obecné pozitivni piistup respondenti ke
krajinnému typu ,,volna krajina“, kdy primérné hodnoceni vsech fotografii ¢ini 1,75.
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Obr.2. Histogram hodnoceni 12 scenérii volné krajiny (Zdroj: Skrivanova)

krajinné scenérie obsahujici pfirodni ¢i kulturné-historické dominanty. Naopak nejhiie
byly hodnoceny scenéric Sdominantou sidla spolu se zemédélskymi Krajinami

s nedostateCnym zastoupenim zelen¢. Primérna hodnoceni vSech scenérii volné krajiny

Vysledky statistickych analyz ukazaly, Ze vefejnost za nejlibivéj$i povazuje

jsou uvedeny v tab. 1.

ID | Kategorie Pramér
L4c |Krajina s ptirodni dominantou 2,64
L3c | Krajina s historicko-kulturni dominantou 2,33
L3d | Krajina s historicko-kulturni dominantou 2,24
L6d | Lesni krajina 2,10
L6c | Lesni krajina 1,79
L5d | Krajina s dominantou venkovského sidla 1,63
Loc Zemg&délska krajina s dostateCnym zastoupenim zelené, 157
bez ptirodni nebo kulturné historické dominanty '
L4d | Krajina s piirodni dominantou 1,54
L2d Zemédelska krajina s dostate¢nym zastoupenim zeleng, 142
bez ptirodni nebo kulturné historické dominanty '
L5c [Krajina s dominantou venkovského sidla 1,37
L1d Zemedelska krajina s nedostateCnym zastoupenim 194
zelené, bez ptirodni nebo kulturné historické dominanty '
L1c Zemg&délska krajina s nedostatecnym zastoupenim 114
zelené, bez ptirodni nebo kulturné historické dominanty '

Tab. 1. Priimérnd hodnoceni jednotlivych scenérii volné krajiny.
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5.2 Konsensus v hodnoceni vizualnich kvalit krajiny

Shoda (konsensus) byla meéfena s vyuzitim rozptylu (variance) v hodnoceni
vizualnich kvalit krajinnych scenérii (tab. 2). Pro shodu plati vztah, ¢im vétsi je rozptyl
hodnoceni, tim niz§i je konsensus, a naopak.

ID | Kategorie Rozptyl
L4c |Krajina s ptirodni dominantou 0,83
L3c | Krajina s historicko-kulturni dominantou 1,38
L3d | Krajina s historicko-kulturni dominantou 1,54
L5d | Krajina s dominantou venkovského sidla 1,57
L6d | Lesni krajina 1,61
Loc Zeméd¢lska krajina s dostateCnym zastoupenim zelené, 166
bez ptirodni nebo kulturné historické dominanty '
L4d | Krajina s ptirodni dominantou 1,73
L5c | Krajina s dominantou venkovského sidla 1,74
L2d Zemg&délska krajina s dostate¢nym zastoupenim zelené, 178
bez prirodni nebo kulturné historické dominanty '
L6c¢ | Lesni krajina 1,89
L1d Zemé&délska krajina s nedostatecnym zastoupenim 199
zelené, bez piirodni nebo kulturné historické dominanty '
L1c Zemé&dé€lska krajina s nedostateCnym zastoupenim 215
zelené, bez ptirodni nebo kulturné historické dominanty '

Tab. 2. Variance v hodnoceni jednotlivych scenérii volné krajiny.

Zajimavé je porovnani variacnich koeficientt, tedy hodnoty, ktera udava, z kolika
procent se podili smérodatna odchylka na aritmetickém priméru. Tento koeficient neni
zavisly na rozsahu $kaly. S jeho vyuZitim lze mezi sebou porovnavat vysledky riiznych
preferen¢nich studii. Varia¢ni koeficient se v naSem vyzkumu pohyboval od 13% do
28% pro volnou krajinu resp. od 19% do 66% pro krajinu venkovskych sidel. Aby bylo
mozné nase vysledky porovnat s vysledky jinych autorl, bylo zapotiebi z jejich dat,
publikovanych v ramci preferen¢nich studii, spocitat varia¢ni koeficienty. Tyto
koeficienty dosahly hodnot 15% - 75% (Purcell and Lamb, 1984), 17% - 45%
(Hagerhall, 2001), 18% - 33% (Bulut and Yilmaz, 2006) a 15% - 31% (Clay and Daniel,
2000). Ackoliv se nam v odborné literatufe nepodatilo dohledat konkrétni hranice, které
by rozdélily miru shody na vysokou a nizkou, z porovnani naSich hodnot s hodnotami
v ramci dalSich preferen¢nich studii 1ze u typu volné krajina usuzovat na celkové dobrou
shodu napfi¢ krajinnymi scenériemi.

Jednim z nejzajimavéjSich vysledkli vyzkumu bylo odhaleni skutecnosti, ze
rozptyl v hodnoceni krajinnych scenérii vyznamn¢ klesa s rostouci pramérnou hodnotou
preferenci (Kalivoda et al., 2014). Jinymi slovy, ¢im vice je Krajinna scenérie vizualné
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preferovana, tim vétsi je shoda na jejim hodnoceni mezi respondenty (graf 1). A tak
zatimco krajinna scenérie s nejvys$imi vizualnimi preferencemi vykazuje vysokou miru
shody, kdy 92% vsech respondentt ji ohodnotilo stupném +3 resp. +2, Krajinnou scenérii

s nejnizsimi preferencemi respondenti hodnotili vyrazné rozdilngji (graf 2, 3), piesto
s relativné vysokou mirou shody.

0
o -
o
o
o~ [e]
E- (e}
(0]
5] o o
o o &
0 9 o
-
(]
Q
2
(o]
T T T
5 6 7
pramér

Graf 1. Negativni korelace mezi rozptylem ve verejném hodnoceni a priimérnou vizualni hodnotou
krajiny. Pozn.: Z ditvodu odstranéni tzv. ceiling efektu byla primérna hodnoceni vizudlni kvality
krajinnych scenérii prepocitina na skalu 0,37 — 7,36 (vice viz Kalivoda et al., 2014).

preferencemi.

14




Aktualni otazky ochrany krajinného razu 2014

6 Zavér

Vysledky ukazuji, ze predpoklady estetickych hodnot krajiny, ze kterych vychazeji
ve svém hodnoceni experti, a preference vefejnosti nejsou v rozporu, ba naopak. Dle
o¢ekavani, patiily mezi nejlépe hodnocené jak scenérie krajiny s piirodni ¢i kulturné-
historickou dominantou, tak krajiny lesni. Naopak krajina s dominantou venkovského
sidla a zemédé&lské krajiny s nedostateCnym zastoupenim zelené byly hodnoceny nejhtie.
Z vysledkl 1ze dale vysledovat, ze vzdalenost, tedy blizky vs. vzdaleny pohled, nejvice
ovlivnila preference v kategorii krajiny s pfirodni dominantou a dominantou venkovského
sidla. Zatimco krajina s blizkym pohledem na pfirodni dominantu byla vnimana ze vSech
scenérii nejpozitivnéji, krajina se vzdalenym pohledem obdrzela hodnoceni podprimérné.
U dominanty venkovského sidla je pak trend opaény. Blizkost sidla v krajiné byla
posouzena negativné, piestoze se nejednalo o sidlo s vyraznymi estetickymi vadami.

Prokdzani existence vyznamné shody pro vysoce hodnocené krajinné scenérie
potvrdilo, Ze tyto hodnoty 1ze do jisté miry povazovat za objektivni. Jejich ochrana je ve
vefejném zdjmu, tedy zcela legitimni. Zajimavé pak bylo odhaleni vztahu mezi
preferencemi a rozptylem, kdy plati, Ze ¢im vice je Krajinna scenérie vizualné
preferovana, tim vétsi je shoda na jejim hodnoceni mezi respondenty. Nutno dodat, Ze i
kdyz byl tento vztah statisticky prokazan a v témét 74% ptipadt bylo mozno predpoveédét
standardni odchylku podle primérného hodnoceni (Kalivoda et al., 2014), pfi porovnani
vysledkl jednotlivych fotografii 1ze pozorovat dvé vyjimky. Zatimco obé scenérie lesni
krajiny patiily mezi vizualné preferované (obsadily 4. a 5. misto viz tab. 1), konsensus
Vv jejich hodnoceni byl niZsi, neZ bychom dle odhaleného vztahu oc¢ekavali. Scenérie lesni
krajiny v mife rozptylu obsadily 5. a 10. misto (Sedivé vyznacené tecky v grafu 1). Tyto
vysledky naznacuji, Ze lesni krajina je vetejnosti sice povazovéana za esteticky kvalitni,
nicméné na hodnoté této kvality se vefejnost piili§ neshodne. Vzhledem k tomu, Ze nas
vyzkum byl zaméfen na Siroké spektrum krajinnych scenérii, coz nas omezilo na pouZziti
pouze dvou fotografii z kazdé krajinné kategorie, nebylo mozné tento zavér statisticky
ovefit. Zustava zde prostor pro dalsi vyzkum.

This paper is focused on visual aesthetic qualities of landscape and public
preferences for landscape. It is a partial outcome of a sociological research. A sample of
more than 400 hikers (users of tourist trails) was assessing visual aesthetical qualities of
24 landscape scenes form 4 protected landscape areas. It was found that in open
landscape scenes with cultural-historical dominants are preferred. Scenes with a
dominant settlements or agricultural landscapes were, on the other hand, rated the
lowest. Concerning consensus it was found that the better a scene is valued the higher is
the level of consensus on visual aesthetic qualities of landscape.
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