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4.2 Public Perception for Activities in Park Landscape 

The results show that people have the highest 
preferences to “sit with family under trees’ shade“ 
(mean= 3.88, sd= 1.17) and “seeing moving water“ 
(mean= 3.87, sd= 1.09). Also, as shown in Table 2, 

two dimensions related to preferred activities were 
extracted with the titles of “aesthetical pleasing“ 
(alpha = 0.711) and “relaxation and rest“ (alpha 
= 0.699). It shows that park landscape in highly 
preferred to engage because of aesthetical purpose 
than relaxation and resting aim.

Participants Number Percent 
Total public participation 275 100.0 
Factors                                             Sub- category   
Gender Male 150 54.5 

Female 125 45.5 
Marital status Single 179 65.09 

Married 95 34.54 
 Others  1 0.37 
Age(years old) 19-29 173 62.9 

30-39 55 20.0 
40-49 30 10.9 
50-59 10 3.7 
Above 60 7 2.5 

Education 
 
 
  

Secondary and below 6 2.2 
High school 22 8.1 
Diploma 51 18.1 
University 196 71.4 

Park visitation pattern Friends 83 30.2 
Couple 38 14.1 
Alone 35 12.4 
Family members 119 43.3 

Frequency of park visitation Once every 6 month 42 15.2 
Once every 3 month 45 16.4 
Once in a month 80 29.1 
Several times in a month 108 39.3 

Season of park 
visitation 

Spring 88 32.0 
Summer 158 57.5 
Autumn 23 8.4 
Winter 6 2.1 

Park visiting time Morning 28 10.2 
Afternoon 46 16.7 
Evening 150 54.5 
Night 51 18.6 

 

Items 
Mean Standard 

deviation 
Alpha 

Aesthetical pleasing  3.70 1.12 0.711 
1. I prefer to have good view to see moving water 3.87 1.09 
2. I like designed landscape as a destiny to spending my time 3.66 1.03 
3. Sitting in a place next to flower is very enjoyable  3.52 1.25 
Relaxation and rest 3.32 1.13 0.699 
1. I usually sit with family under trees’ shade 3.88 1.17 
2. I usually relax under trees without fruit 3.60 1.04 
3. I like to sit in lawn area without trees 2.94 1.23 
4. I prefer to sit with family under fruit trees 2.84 1.08 
5 I like to see mixed designed and undersigned landscape in park 3.59 1.09  
6 Presence of water near sitting area is not important 2.66 1.25  

 

Table 2: Public Preferences for Activities in Park Landscape
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4.3 Public Perception of Landscape Function 

The most important function of landscape is 
“providing shadow in park“ (mean= 4.38, sd= 0.94) 
followed by “presence of water in park“ (mean= 
4.37, sd= 0.82), and “like seasonal flowers in 
park“ (mean= 4.22, sd= 0.87). From Table 3, three 

dimensions for landscape function were emerged 
namely “presence of water“ (mean= 4.31, α= 0.691), 
followed by “flowering purpose“ (mean = 4.21, α= 
0.624), and “green enlargement“ (mean = 4.20, α= 
0.788), respectively, where presence of the water 
is highly preferable expected function from park 
landscape in a park. 

Items 
Mean Standard 

deviation 
Alpha 

Aesthetical pleasing  3.70 1.12 0.711 
1. I prefer to have good view to see moving water 3.87 1.09 
2. I like designed landscape as a destiny to spending my time 3.66 1.03 
3. Sitting in a place next to flower is very enjoyable  3.52 1.25 
Relaxation and rest 3.32 1.13 0.699 
1. I usually sit with family under trees’ shade 3.88 1.17 
2. I usually relax under trees without fruit 3.60 1.04 
3. I like to sit in lawn area without trees 2.94 1.23 
4. I prefer to sit with family under fruit trees 2.84 1.08 
5 I like to see mixed designed and undersigned landscape in park 3.59 1.09  
6 Presence of water near sitting area is not important 2.66 1.25  

 

Items Mean Standard 
deviation 

Alpha 

Presence of water     4.31 0.86 0.691 
1. How much the  presence of water is important 4.37 0.82 
2. How  much do you like  to see moving water in park 4.33 0.89 
3. How much is existence of fountain in park is important 4.22 0.87 
Flowering purpose    4.21 0.91 0.624 
1. How much do you like seasonal flowers in park 4.22 0.87 
2. How much do you like flowering trees in park 4.21 0.91 
3. How much do you enjoy plants’ smell  4.10 1.04 
4. How much do you like to touch flowers in park 3.97 1.12 
Green enlargement     4.20 0.90 0.788 
1. How much do you like to see shadow trees in park 4.38 0.94 
2. How much do you like lawn area 4.21 0.92 
3. How much do you agree with spreading out vertical landscape 
in park 

4.20 0.85 

4. How much do you agree with expanding horizontal landscape 
in park 

4.04 0.90 

 

Table 3: Public Preferences for Landscape Function in Park
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4.4 Public Preference for Landscape Benefits in the 
Urban Park

The results from table 4 reveal that people highly 
benefit from landscape by “enjoying natural scenes 
in park“ (mean= 4.44, sd= 0.73) and “green spaces 
are very good places to relax“ (mean= 4.41, sd= 

0.84). Landscapes’ benefit items were accumulated 
into two dimensions “Health care“ (mean = 4.33, 
alpha = 0.794) and “Mental recovery“ (mean = 
4.29, alpha = 0.86) showing people appreciate the 
parks‘ landscape to earn mental and physical health     
(Table 4). 

Items Mean Standard 
deviation 

Alpha 

Health care   4.33 0.85 0.794 
1. In my opinion, green spaces are very good places to relax 4.41 0.84 
2. I like to spend my time in a natural environment 4.27 0.82 
3. Trees and green spaces create a setting for contemplation 4.18 0.89 
4. I want to escape from regular life for a while 4.15 0.85 
Mental recovery    4.29 0.86 0.752 
1. I like to enjoy from natural scenes 4.44 0.73 
2. I like to breath in clean air 4.38 0.86 
3. I release mental stress and tension in green spaces 4.37 0.90 
4. Green spaces provide a quiet and silent setting 4.11 0.97 

 

Table 4: Public Preference for Landscape Benefits in the Urban Parks

4.5 Peoples‘ Perception for Trees Species in Urban 
Parks

Data analysis revealed that due to the highest mean 
score for Salix alba (mean = 3.81, sd = 1.15), to the 
other species such as Pinus nigra (mean = 3.80, sd 
= 1.15), Platanus occidentalis (mean = 3.77, sd = 
1.06), Morus alba (mean = 3.76, sd = 1.04), and Acer 
negundo (mean = 3.67, sd = 1.09), people prefer 

Salix alba in urban park surrounding. 

In addition, based on the mean score, three least 
preferred tree species in park surrounding were 
Ulmus nigra (mean = 3.38, sd = 1.15), Elaeagnus 
angustifolia (mean = 3.29, sd = 1.27), and Populous 
alba (mean = 3.81, sd = 1.15), respectively (Figure 3). 
The result is quite surprising because people had low 
preferences for Ulmus nigra in park surroundings.

   
Mean = 3.67, sd = 1.09 Mean = 3.29, sd = 1.27 Mean = 3.29, sd = 1.27 Mean = 3.81, sd = 1.15 

Acer negondo Ulmus nigra Elaeagnus angustifolia Populous nigra 
 

Figure 3a: Public Perceptions for Trees in Urban Park in Tabriz
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4.6 Mean Differences Results benweeen the Respon-
dents’ Demographic Variables into Landscape 
Preference Dimensions

Using independent sample t-test was in Table 5 
revealed that females (mean = 4.23) appreciate 
flowering plants more than males (mean = 4.00) do, 
which is significantly different in 95% confidence (t 
= 2.35, p = .035). There was no significant difference 
between gender groups into “presence of water” 
and “green enlargement” dimensions.

The results from one-way ANOVA shows a significant 
differences between people with “under diploma 

education (mean= 3.4)” and “above master education 
level“ (mean= 4.30) towards “mental recovery“ (F = 
3.54, p = 0.015) dimension where the participants 
with higher education had the highest preferences. 
Table 6 also discloses significant difference between 
“evening visitors“ (mean = 4.23)” and “afternoon 
visitors“ (mean = 3.97) towards preferences for 
“flowering purpose“ (F = 4.4, p = 0.001). It means that 
evening visitors significantly have higher preferences 
than afternoon visitors for flowering landscape in 
parks.

The results of ANOVA in Table 7 reveals there is a 
significant mean differences between “those go to 

    
Mean = 3.81, sd = 1.15 Mean = 3.80, sd = 1.15 Mean = 3.77, sd = 1.06 Mean = 3.76, sd = 1.04 

Salix alba Pinus nigra Platanus occidentalis Morus alba  
 

Figure 3b: Public Perceptions for Trees in Urban Parks in Tabriz

 

Dimensions                   Gender  groups                                     T                                                               P value 
 Male Female - - 

Flowering Purpose 4.00 4.23 2/35 .035 

Table 5: Mean Comparison between Gender Sub-group Using Independent Sample T-test1

Table 6: Using One-way ANOVA for Education Level and Visitation Time into Preference Dimensions 

1 Cell entries are mean values based on 5 point Likert scale (1 = least preferred, 2 = somewhat preferred, 3 = neither preferred 
nor preferred, 4 = preferred, 5 = most preferred). 

2 the raw mean with different superscript differ significantly at p<0.05. 3Tukey was used for Post Hoc test)
 

Dimensions Education level1 F P value2 

 
Under 

diploma Diploma Bachelor 
Master and 

above - - 
Mental recovery 3.4a 4.20b 4.37ab 4.30b 3.54 0.015 

                             Visitation time  
 Night Afternoon Morning Evening F P value 

Green enlargement 4.31 3.94 - - 3.2 0.008 
Flowering purpose - 3.97 - 4.23 4.4 0.001 
Presence of water - 4.00 - 4.36 3.4 0.006 



LANDSCAPE ONLINE 62:1- 16 (2018), DOI 10.3097/LO.201862

ISSN 1865-1542  -  www.landscape-online.de  
Official Journal of the International Association for Landscape Ecology – Regional Chapter Germany (IALE-D)

Page 11

Titel...

parks with wife“ (mean = 4.02) and “who visits the 
park with family“ (mean = 4.44) into the „presence 
of water“ (F = 4.2, p = 0.006). Another interesting 
finding is that participants who come to the park 
more often have higher preferences (mean = 4.2) to 
“presence of water” in the park, which is significantly 
different from another group (F = 4.37, p = 0.005).

5 Discussion 

The participants prefer to sit under trees‘ shade 
and also observe moving water in urban parks. It 
has been stated that water has calming effects on 
humans (Nasar & Lin, 2003). Based on the results, 
the visitors also have a high preference to look at 
flowers in the urban park landscape. Perhaps, the 
presence of flowers causes landscape diversity in 
parks and also enhance aesthetical pleasure of the 
place (Hami & Tarashkar, 2018).

It was shown that education level has positive relation 
with preference for landscape benefits. It has been 
argued that as eduation goes up, the preference 
for moderate dense landscape increases (Bjerke et 
al., 2006). The results revealed that the majority of 
the respondents had university education level. The 
previous research has shown that greater education 
correlates with leisure activities (Hami, 2009). 

Most of the participants prefer to visit the park with 
family members as well as with friends. Onlyfew 
participants visit the park alone. The results are 
similar to the previous findings that the majority 
of park visitors come to parks with family in Tabriz 
(Hami, 2009). This study supports findings of other 
researchers such as Sreetheran (2017) where he 
claimed that the majority of parks’ visitors come to 
parks with group rather alone. 

In the perspective of the participants, the 
landscape of urban parks offers people to engage 
with “aesthetically pleasing” and “relaxation and 
rest”. The participants stated that people benefit 
from green spaces in urban parks in terms of 
“health care” and “mental recovery”. Health care 

dimension consisting of mental activities such as 
contemplation, being in the natural environment, 
and relaxation. The previous research claimed that 
gardens with many native plants increase health 
benefits (Mitchell & Popham, 2008). Another study 
claimed those who gain a lot of experience involving 
nature, can potentially receive greater wellbeing 
benefits (Shanahan et al., 2015). Overall, it can be 
said that natural settings are very much appropriate 
for mental activities. 

Regarding the type of trees, the public users displayed 
the highest preference for Salix alba, followed by 
Pinus nigra, Platanus occidentalis, and Morus alba. 
Salix alba is one of the most popular and adopted 
species in Tabriz city. This species is very common 
for the residents in Tabriz and perhaps familiarity 
has caused higher preference as a recent research 
showed that women visitors prefer to see native 
trees more than exotic trees in the urban parks in 
Tabriz (Hami & Tarashkar, 2018). In addition, Salix 
alba, Platanus occidentalis, and Morus alba are very 
suitable species to creating shade and cool area in 
parks compared to other plants, meanwhile, they do 
not emit any allergenic materials for anyone, which 
is a very common problem in urban parks nowadays. 
These plants have also medium dense canopy and 
rounded shape, which may also be cited as another 
effective attributions of trees. It is coincident with the 
previous research by Hami (2014a) where the scenes 
consisted of round shape trees with broadleaf were 
highly preferred compared to the scenes comprised 
of trees with needle leaves. He also reported that 
the landscape scenes with deciduous trees received 
higher preferences in compare with the scenes 
include evergreen trees. Another research, likewise, 
revealed that the trees shape, canopy, and shade 
are important factors in peoples‘ preferences for 
them (Lohr & Pearson-Mims, 2006). Beside, the 
results of another study bared that people had high 
preferences ratings into moderately dense scenes in 
urban parks (Bjerke et al., 2006).   

Even Pinus nigra received second top priority but it 
could not be suggested as an appropriate tree for 
urban park landscaping since it has dusty leaves. 
In addition, the canopy of Pinus nigra is very near 



LANDSCAPE ONLINE 62:1- 16 (2018), DOI 10.3097/LO.201862

ISSN 1865-1542  -  www.landscape-online.de  
Official Journal of the International Association for Landscape Ecology – Regional Chapter Germany (IALE-D)

Page 12

Titel...

to the ground and it does not let people benefit 
from its shades. Moreover, the plants with dense 
canopy will block the view, which leads to feelings 
of not being safe at the park as cited by Hami and 
his colleagues (2014b). It can be concluded that 
ecological needs are not only significant criteria 
of trees’ selection, but functional attributions and 
aesthetical characteristics are important as well. 

The study shows that as education of people goes up, 
the tendency for mental recovery demand in urban 
park landscape increases. As the prevous research 
has shown sociodemgraphic of park users correlate 
with preference for recreation in green spaces 
(Zhang et al., 2013). It is not quite surprising because 
people with higher education might have better and 
deeper knowledge about interaction of nature and 
men or maybe they also need it more because they 
are more stressed, which cause human well-being 
such as mental restoration. In a previous study, the 
researcher explained that neighbourhoods with a 
high density of trees showed positive association 
with physiological stress recovery (Jiang et al., 2014), 
social cohesion (Holtan et al., 2015), and fewer 
antidepressant prescriptions (Taylor et al., 2015). 
Also, Ulrich (1991) claimed that natural and urban 
environments have positive effect on reducing the 
physiological stress.  Presence of water played a 
credible role in pulling people to visiting the urban 
park. In addition, water had meaningful influence on 
repetition of park visiting. Water was very important 
especially for the participants those who were 
accompanied by family members in the urban park. 
Landscape beauty and its esthetical values draw 
much attention from the participants. It is supported 
by Helfand et al., (2006) that if the landscapes satisfy 
peoples‘ views of attractiveness they will support 
them. Females liked flowers in significant different 
level from males, perhaps, because they have much 
atomistic perspective against holistic approach of 
males. The recent conducted study by Hami and 
Tarashkar (2018) has shown that flowers were highly 
preferred by women in urban parks. This study 
cannot verify and prove quality of women’s approach 
towards landscape in urban, thus, an independent 
research herein can be useful and fruitful. 

6 Conclusions

The study suggests that in designing landscape 
for urban parks, aesthetical purpose should be 
considered as a top priority in plant selection. 
People prefer to enjoy watching flowers and water in 
moving form. To enhance aesthetical values of park 
landscape, flowering plants should be considered 
in the plant selection of Iranian urban parks. In this 
aspect, cultivating of perennial flowers and flowering 
shrubs is highly recommended. It is proposed to 
plant more native trees in urban park landscape, 
which sustain longer and perhaps provide much 
preferred atmosphere in parks. Adding native plants 
to landscape designs seemed to have positive effects 
on homeowner preference for the landscaping 
(Peterson et al., 2012). The findings illustrate that an 
important attention should be given into familiarity 
of plants too. Using familiar plants in urban park 
might be considered as important factor in forming 
people preferences for landscapes. 

Trees’ attribution should be noticed another main 
criteria in planning of urban park landscape. Form, 
size of the leaf, leaf texture, canopy shape, and 
porosity can be known important characteristics of 
trees. These criteria influence the ability of trees to 
provide shade and thermal comfort. Therefore, it is 
essential that peoples‘ perception for native plants 
in residential areas to be taken as future research 
to discover the main reasons of differentiation in 
preferences, which will led to better landscape 
design in urban park. Deeper studies on ecological 
approach in selection of plants (form, canopy, 
texture, and porosity) for urban park need to be 
taken in future related landscape research.
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