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Abstract

:

Assessment of landscape attractiveness often struggles with the challenge of differences in human tastes. In the present study, the relationship between preferences shaped by the biological and cultural evolution of mankind and the qualities of landscape attractiveness were examined. The aim of the study was to determine the types of landscape as related to evolutionary behavior patterns and preferences regarding the choice of a partner in different types of relationships. The research hypothesis was that the sets of traits preferred by human partners can be reflected in sets of preferred qualities of landscape attractiveness. The translation of human qualities into qualities of landscape was done through anthropomorphization using the phenomenological method and research techniques based on branding (e.g., the brand personality construct). During the investigation, the following types of landscape attractiveness were identified: Landscape of Prosperity, Youth, Femininity, Temptation, Friendship, Transition, and Money. The developed typological division is a step towards recognizing new sources of preferences for aesthetic and cognitive landscape values. This framework could be interesting for landscape valuation and planning, as well as research on the cultural character of the landscape, as a resource important in the context of sustainable development.
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1. Introduction


Assessment of a landscape in terms of such an elusive phenomenon as attractiveness almost always collides with the problem of differences in people’s tastes and needs. To capture the problem of attractiveness, understood as a feature that arouses interest, desire or attraction to something or someone [1] the following problems were posed with regard to landscape: what are human preferences in experiencing landscape and evaluating it? What can be the sources of preferences for the attractiveness of observed landscapes?



The discussion raised will help to understand the phenomenon of landscape attractiveness as related to various sources of preferences. It will also indicate the aspect of protection of cultural values that could be lost in dynamically changing contemporary landscapes and facilitate optimal planning decisions in sustainable space management.



Research problems outlined in the Introduction fit the trend of humanistic perception, analysis, and description of the landscape [2]. This slightly differs from the approach rooted in the natural sciences, where the starting point is the geo-ecological and biophysical characteristics of the landscape analyzed largely based on statistical and physiographic research of its elements and properties [2,3].



Starting from the approach to the landscape that recognizes man as an almost “geological” driving force, creating, next to the biosphere, a specific noosphere, as described by Vladimir Vernadsky and Pierre Teilhard de Chardin [4] and a holistic view of the landscape [5], as initiated by Tuan [6], a number of researchers have begun to recognize this “landscape language” by elaborating to evaluate and classify the attractiveness of the landscape based on holistic concepts of its understanding. They applied various types of intuitive approaches that consisted of interpreting the visual values of space. These values resulted from both historical, social, and architectural conditions, as well as the aesthetic and scenic values of landscapes, seen as diverse geoecological creations [5,7,8,9,10,11].



The humanistic trend is expressed in describing and categorization of space also in terms of user participation in characterizing and interpreting the meanings of the landscape [10,11,12]. In this approach, people’s feelings, expectations, memories, and associations are incorporated into the process of landscape characterization [6,7,13,14].



1.1. Landscape as a Phenomenon in Humanistic Terms


The subject of the research was the landscape, described very accurately by Langner [15] as “the total environment made visible”. This visualization consists of a structured form composed of material elements and scenery, which are subject to the laws of composition and aesthetic evaluation [13,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25]. This “visibility” is also perceived through other senses: hearing and smell [26].



However, the landscape is not only perceived [13,27], it is also experienced and felt. One relates to landscape and makes it the subject of one’s game of values and the location of one’s feelings. On the one hand, they change it; on the other, it evolves under their influence [6,13].



One’s attitude to the landscape is the effect of an in-depth experience of space, impacted by its broader environment, as a sequence of events and a memory of past experiences [13]. As an entity closely related to the subject of observation, i.e., a person, the landscape becomes a subjective phenomenon [13,28], and, as stated by Anderson [28], when something is not what it is, but what it seems, it is also an element of postmodern reality. Thus, in addition to the objective reality, as the representatives of the natural sciences would like it, the landscape also becomes “an experienced world”, internalized thanks to personal participation in its exploration and experiencing [29]. Carrying with it a number of individual meanings, the landscape also becomes a message, metaphor, and symbol [6,13,30,31]. Its humanistic side is embodied in the image we have of it, not only in the context of a genuine impression or nostalgia, but also in the “consumption”: “because they supposedly generate pleasurable experiences that are different from those typically encountered in everyday life” [12].



As Spirn put it [32], it is extremely important that the exploration of such a view of the landscape phenomenon is done by exploring its language with its own syntax, grammar, and metaphors. This language, its grammar and semantics, is formulated by its biological order, human artifacts and their order here and now, as well as our evolutionary roots.




1.2. Human Preferences in Experiencing and Evaluating Landscape Attractiveness and Their Sources


Many researchers evaluate the attractiveness of the landscape in terms of human preferences. They apply two perspectives: one refers to the approach to landscape valuation [33,34,35,36] and the second explores people’s preferences in the assessment and characteristics of the landscape [6,12,13,24,37,38,39,40,41].



The first perspective pays attention to its foundational paradigms. On the one hand, they relate to the differentiation of the categorizing entities themselves, i.e., the observers, seen as professionals or experts, or the so-called ordinary people [33]. On the other hand, they include two views of phenomena: objective and subjective. The objective approach, essentially based on the study of the physical characteristics of the landscape [34], also including additional conditions, e.g., historical, ecological, artistic, or technical, the assessment and the categorizations are aimed at objectifying their results [35]. Taking into account the subjective paradigm of nascent preferences, it was found that landscape quality (including its attractiveness) is a product of the mind and is born in the eye of the observer [34]. Therefore, the perception of space, especially that related to its aesthetic quality, can only be done from a human perspective. Therefore, it is impossible to evaluate it fully “objectively”. In this approach, a subjective perspective on aesthetics is adopted, in which the criteria of assessment, or division are examined using psychophysical methods [36].



Considering the second perspective, i.e., people’s preferences in the assessment and characteristics of the landscape, the authors discuss their different views and their sources. Some ascribe the differentiation to the properties of the scenery, i.e., the compositional side of the landscape and its picturesque nature [12,24,37,38]. In exploring what qualities are preferred by people in judging the attractiveness of a landscape (in this case, cities), Lynch [13] pointed to: legibility, coherence, recognizable individuality and landscape imagery. Other authors discussed the differentiation of preferences as rooted in the peculiarities of the people themselves [6,39,40,41].



As to the sources of human preferences in terms of attractiveness, Aristotle [42] wrote that a person likes what is available to them intellectually and sensually, what can be remembered, and what does not exceed the abilities of their mind. Wojciechowski [43] mentions the system of patterns built by groups of factors, which are developed in the process of distinguishing people as a species. They are related to satisfying instinctive and physiological needs resulting from living in a given social and cultural group and are based on the particular aesthetic sensitivity of the individual, strengthened by professional education. On the other hand, in environmental psychology, human preferences towards natural landscapes are explained by evolutionary mechanisms such as biophilia or topophilia [44]. Evolutionary psychology answers the question of the preferred type of landscape that can be called the Landscape of Survival. This landscape includes water, potential game, and several natural hideouts, similar to African savannas where the evolution of man occurred [45,46,47,48,49]. Other evolutionary psychologists, in turn, challenge this thesis, believing that humans prefer landscapes that are a part of their habitat, or are familiar to them [50,51].




1.3. Research Objective


This manuscript highlights the last of the outlined sources of preferences: human evolutionary roots. The authors were especially intrigued by the study of Buss [46], who in the publication “Evolution of desire. Strategies of human mating” [46] focused on the evolutionary process of sexual selection. He extracted mechanisms that explained the diverse human mating strategies, which were the foundation for models of qualities preferred in a partner, depending on the type of relationship.



Recognition of these models prompted the authors to pose further research questions: could the examination of the qualities desired in various types of relationship partners, as described in the study by Buss [46], also point to some qualities of landscape attractiveness? And, taking into consideration the views of Christian [52], Antrop and Van Eetvelde [16] and Simensen et al. [2] as the research is expanded and is recognized through the classification of the occurring phenomena, could such a coincidence yield a new categorization?



The questions posed directed the purpose of research, i.e., selecting the types of landscape attractiveness related to evolutionarily developed sources of preferences, as described in the study by Buss [46]. The research hypothesis assumed that the sets of traits preferred by women and men in partners in various types of relationships, as indicated in the study by Buss [46], will translate into sets of preferred qualities of landscape attractiveness and these, in turn, will become the source of a new typology.



The obtained results confirmed the above hypothesis and six types of landscape were distinguished and characterized: the Landscape of Prosperity, the Landscape of Youth, the Landscape of Femininity, the Landscape of Friendship, the Landscape of Temptation, the Landscape of Friendship, the Landscape of Transition and the Landscape of Money.





2. Materials and Methods


The research methodology resulted from the humanistic approach to the subject and primarily took into account research from the human perspective. The methodological steps assigned to this approach were derived from the arsenal of psychophysical methods: the holistic and intuitive interpretation of the visual values of the landscape and the space it depicts. The authors also incorporated the resources of memory, associations, and symbols into the process. However, at their core were research findings related to evolutionary psychology and the human evolutionary heritage.



Taking into account the methodical paradigm distinguishing research entities into experts and the so-called ordinary people, as proposed by Daniel and Vining [33], expert judgment impacted the results of the study. The basic mental procedure–the translation of human qualities into the attractiveness of a landscape, was made by the authors of this manuscript who are professional landscape architects. Their expert evaluation was founded on many years of research on landscape assessment and valuation, both from the natural and social point of view, as well as on expert knowledge in this field.



In the first stage of the research, based on Buss [46], the basic types of relationships in the process of human sexual selection were identified (to obtain the most universal research results, Buss and his team conducted extensive social research at the turn of the 21st century among 10,047 women and men aged 14 to 70 years, first in Europe, then on 6 continents and 5 islands). Buss [46] identified two basic types of relationships in sexual selection: committed/permanent relationships (marriage and long-term partners) and short-term/contingent (an affair or a casual, non-committed relationship). Each of these two types of relationships was studied and described according to gender by Buss [46] as well. Based on this four models of qualities preferred in the selection of a partner in a given relationship were distinguished.



Then, the qualities of each of the four models desired by men and women depending on the type of relationship were selected (also taking into account the study by Buss [46]. They were classified according to how often the study participants [46] mentioned them in their statements.



To translate the preferential qualities described above into those related to the attractiveness of the landscape, two main studies were carried out in parallel. The first study was based on the phenomenological reduction method [53,54]. This method, derived from phenomenology, is useful for a deeper and more integrated spatial analyses and landscape design, so important for sustainable development, as pointed out by Petrović and Marriage [55].



The second study was based on the anthropomorphization of space (the metaphor of assigning human characteristics to animals, plants, objects, phenomena, or abstract concepts). The latter research method was based on the building study of the awareness and the brand personality construct study [56]. This method involves the transfer of concepts specific to the human, e.g., power, intelligence, or self-esteem, to the physical form of the designed objects (e.g., cars, perfumes, and clothes).



At first, the essence of the individual qualities described in the four models was selected. Then, an analogy was identified between the essence of these qualities and the qualities describing the landscape. For each of the qualities (shown in Table 1, Table 2, Table 3 and Table 4, column A), the following question was formulated: if a given quality were a landscape, what would it be? For example: if people’s ability to gather and control resources were a landscape, what would it be? If generosity were a landscape, what would it be? If high status were a landscape, what would it be? If valor were a landscape, what would it be? In total, 85 similar questions were asked (one for each quality), and as a result, 85 qualities of landscape attractiveness were established. The procedure of translating qualities from the “human domain” to the “landscape domain” was intuitive, which is justified in the humanities, according to Simensen et al. [2].



Then, taking into account the essence of each of the qualities described in the individual models, the qualities of landscape attractiveness were developed. Following the above thought procedure, the qualities preferred by partners in particular types of relationships were assigned the corresponding qualities of landscape attractiveness (Table 1, Table 2, Table 3 and Table 4, box B). Subsequently, the obtained landscape qualities were analyzed in terms of their affinity. Sets of qualities were searched that would form coherent patterns that would translate into specific types of landscape.



The types of landscape selected during the research were assigned sets of qualities related to their attractiveness. Next, by combining a large number of spontaneous ideas invented by the duo of authors, duplicate qualities were removed from the established quality sets and similar and/or complementary qualities were combined.



As a result of the research, several types of landscape attractiveness and their characteristics were obtained. Those characteristics were based on a set of attributes assigned to them. The main outline of each description was based on the qualities recorded in the first item of each model (the preferred qualities in choosing a partner were written in the order proposed in Buss’s research [46], starting with the qualities most often selected by respondents). The description of each type is accompanied by photographs presenting their essence. The research undertaken was of an expert nature. First of all, the basic criterion was established: the landscape should contain at least three features described in the characteristics of a given type. The final selection of photographs was based on intuitive and expert judgement resulting from many years of experience in landscape evaluation.




3. Results


Based on the study by Buss [46], two basic types of relationships were identified: permanent and contingent. Then, four models of qualities preferred when choosing a partner in a given relationship were distinguished. These are:




	
Model 1. The qualities that women desire in long-term partners (husbands).



	
Model 2. The qualities that men desire in long-term partners (wives).



	
Model 3. The qualities that women desire in short-term partners (an affair or a casual, non-committed relationship).



	
Model 4. The qualities that men desire in short-term partners (an affair or a casual, non-committed relationship).








3.1. Identification of Landscape Attractiveness Types Based on Models 1–4


The type that emerged from the distinguished set of qualities described in Model 1. was called the Landscape of Prosperity. In this model, 23 qualities preferred by women in their partners were distinguished, taking into account the long-term relationship (marriage) (Table 1). They were translated into qualities related to the traction of the landscape. They built an image of a landscape that reflects an opulent, friendly, harmonious, and accessible space that is man-controlled, with a number of qualities that indicate its dynamic development, technological advancement, vigor, and grand scale.
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Table 1. A presentation of Model 1, which includes sets of qualities preferred by women in long-term partners (husbands) along with the attributes of landscape attractiveness assigned to them (own study).






Table 1. A presentation of Model 1, which includes sets of qualities preferred by women in long-term partners (husbands) along with the attributes of landscape attractiveness assigned to them (own study).





	
MODEL 1.

Qualities Preferred by Women in Long-Term Partners (Husbands)

(Adapted from Buss, 2003)

	
Qualities of Landscape Attractiveness




	
A

	
B






	
ability to collect and control resources

	
wealthy, man-controlled




	
willingness to share resources

	
open, accessible, with facilities, good visibility




	
signs of wealth

	
the presence of expensive pieces of art and objects indicates the use of expensive technologies, materials, and good designers




	
generosity

	
a landscape of a space that is open to people, offering goods that are both the work of nature and man (flowers, fruit, the value of comfortable rest for free, beautiful smells, pleasant sounds), as well as beauty, in an accessible way, with no restrictions




	
high social position

	
“top shelf” landscape—an extraordinary work of nature, beautifully and properly invested and cared for




	
ambition and diligence enthusiasm for climbing the career ladder

	
a landscape with visible technical innovation investments, following the latest trends, also ideological




	
prowess

	
visible appreciation victorious battlegrounds, with monuments, obelisks in honor of the fighters




	
good education

	
a landscape depicting a space that was designed using the latest IT and AI technologies or the latest scientific theories




	
noticeable potential for the future

	
a landscape of space for new investments, with land reserves or aesthetic potential for future investments




	
maturity, emotional stability

	
a harmonious and balanced form, functional spatial arrangements, which are complementary, consistency at all levels; a well-thought-out, predictable landscape




	
reliability, responsibility,

	
a landscape that embodies a space where proven materials, technologies, and engineering solutions were used




	
intelligence

	
a landscape of space, where modern technologies and smart spatial solutions have been applied; a landscape also with information communicated by architectural forms, artifacts or street art




	
a match, similar views

	
a landscape “for me”—just right for today and tomorrow, one that meets one’s needs; a landscape in line with the culture of the people who inhabit it




	
amicability

	
landscape with no “scratches” and “cracks”, depicting a space with many facilities, one that meets its users half-way; a space without barriers, providing many options to choose from, offering a number of chordances




	
toll size, tall stature

	
a large- and grand-scale landscape




	
physical strength, athletic build

	
large, expressive spatial forms, created both by nature (big trees) and human (strong dams, large bridges etc)




	
good health

	
a landscape whose natural elements exemplify health, and the anthropogenic ones remain in good condition




	
good physical shape




	
love and commitment

	
landscape created with the good of the environment and man in mind




	
faithfulness

	
a landscape faithful to its inhabitants, by no means in spite of them; a landscape resulting from the history of the land, telling a story about people long after they passed away




	
support

	
a friendly landscape (gentle, familiar forms, “smiling” colors, pleasant sounds and smells), a landscape of space which, thanks to its facilities, supports less able-bodied people, opens up to different people, meets them halfway; a landscape on a “human” scale




	
kindness




	
sincerity

	
a landscape in which elements pretend nothing: concrete is concrete, wood is wood, steel is steel, plastic is plastic, and natural elements are not transformed because this is their beauty; a landscape where the structure is fully legible and related to form and function











In the case of Model 2 (Table 2), 26 qualities were indicated on the basis of the study by Buss [45] as the qualities preferred by men in long-term partners (wives), did not provide as consistent a picture as the quality set in Model 1. After translating the qualities assigned to Model 2 into the qualities of landscape attractiveness, two types were identified: the Landscape of Youth and the Landscape of Femininity. The first was related to the attractiveness of a woman resulting from the charm of youth. The second was associated with motherhood and maturity in a broad sense.



[image: Table] 





Table 2. A presentation of Model 2, which includes sets of qualities preferred by men in long-term partners (wives) along with the attributes of landscape attractiveness assigned to them (own study).






Table 2. A presentation of Model 2, which includes sets of qualities preferred by men in long-term partners (wives) along with the attributes of landscape attractiveness assigned to them (own study).





	
MODEL 2.

Qualities Preferred by Men in Long-Term Partners (Wives)

(Adapted from Buss, 2003)

	
Qualities of Landscape Attractiveness




	
A

	
B






	
physical beauty-healthy, smooth, clean skin, full lips, shiny hair

	
harmonious, smooth forms and lines without blemishes,

shiny waters, healthy, thriving vegetation, fresh colors and scents, virginity, spring-like appeal




	
willowiness

	
flexible forms, free, natural movement resulting from natural gusts of wind or rippling water




	
animated facial expressions

	
landscape in the dynamics of the seasons and day; the presence of “talking” forms: graffiti, outdoor sculptures, land art; dynamics: movement of water, wind, grass, variation over time




	
shapely figure communicating a healthy female

	
alluring, eye-catching forms, harmonious, proportionate, with a touch of eroticism




	
the beauty of the female partner increasing the male partner’s prestige

	
a beautiful landscape encouraging to join it, to exist in it, to own it; a landscape that brings pride in owning it




	
fertility, bearing children

	
an agricultural, fertile landscape that testifies to its abundance-not with artifacts, but with produce; a landscape of orchards, farmlands, plantations




	
caring, thoughtful

	
friendly, suggesting nourishment, depicting a space that provides both shade and sun, inviting rest




	
tradition

	
traditional landscape: remembered from childhood, from old masters’ paintings; a landscape with artifacts: e.g., shrines, monuments, squares




	
safety

	
calm, non-aggressive, non-injurious, neither in form nor in content; a landscape that is unoppressive, conflict-free, soothing




	
continuation

	
a landscape, the forms of which result from one another, which are its continuations;

a landscape of evolving forms where the new meets the old and flows from it




	
charm

	
alluring forms, endearing, captivating, irresistibly attractive




	
athletic silhouette

	
dynamic, resilient forms




	
education

	
a landscape depicting a well-thought-out and purposeful space, equipped with “wise” artifacts and educational elements communicating knowledge, “storytelling” with symbols; a landscape of space equipped with new technologies, AI




	
generosity

	
a landscape of a space that is open to people, offering goods that are both the work of nature and man (flowers, fruit, rest, beautiful smell, pleasant sound), as well as beauty, in an accessible way, with no restrictions




	
honesty

	
authentic landscape; a landscape of space that hides no unpleasant surprises




	
independence

	
open, giving a sense of freedom and ease, a landscape that offers many possibilities




	
kindness

	
a friendly landscape (gentle, familiar forms, “smiling” colors, pleasant sounds and smells), a landscape of space which, thanks to its facilities, supports less able-bodied people, opens up to different people, meets them halfway; a landscape on a “human” scale




	
intelligence

	
a landscape of space, where modern technologies and smart spatial solutions have been applied; a landscape also with information communicated by architectural forms, artifacts or street art




	
loyalty

	
a landscape faithful to the space and the tradition from which it originates; a landscape not in spite of the people who are part of it; a landscape of space that allows one to escape and hide




	
sense of humor

	
landscape with playful forms (land art, street art, sculptures), intended or not; a landscape that evokes a smile, provokes practical jokes




	
sociability

	
a popular landscape; open-air space visited willingly and in large numbers, where people like to rest; a landscape of space, which is part of people’s lives




	
wealth

	
a landscape demonstrating prosperity; fruitful, affluent, varied




	
responsibility

	
a landscape showcasing safety with no risk; peace and solidity




	
spontaneity

	
the outdoor area is spontaneously visited and enjoyed




	
emotional maturity

	
a landscape balanced on every level (both form and content), well-thought by man and tuned by nature




	
willingness to cooperate

	
a landscape of combined yin and yang, complementary forms shaped by man, with respect for its specificity











Model 3 with its 16 qualities preferred by women in short-term partners (an affair or a casual, non-committed relationship) has become a foundation for distinguishing two types of attractiveness: Landscape of Temptation and Landscape of Friendship (Table 3). The first type embraced a landscape full of alluring charm, mystery, and surprise, including romance. The second was related to the landscape, not that much related to the sphere of desire, but to the sphere of friendship. Its set of qualities represents a friendly, inviting space for leisure time; a space that is safe and meets one’s needs.
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Table 3. A presentation of Model 3, which includes sets of qualities preferred by women in short-term (casual, non-committed) partners along with the attributes of landscape attractiveness assigned to them (own study).






Table 3. A presentation of Model 3, which includes sets of qualities preferred by women in short-term (casual, non-committed) partners along with the attributes of landscape attractiveness assigned to them (own study).





	
MODEL 3.

Qualities That Women Desire in Short-Term Partners (an Affair or a Casual, Non-Committed Relationship)

(Adapted from Buss, 2003)

	
Qualities of Landscape Attractiveness




	
A

	
B






	
a wonderful reaction to a woman

	
meeting one’s needs, promising both comfort and beauty, awaiting, inviting; a landscape designed to give the impression of wooing




	
attractiveness

	
intriguing, surprising, with interesting forms




	
interest

	
a landscape with mystery, arousing curiosity. stimulating the imagination, understated, mysterious; secret




	
mystery




	
generosity

	
a landscape of a space that is open to people, offering goods that are both the work of nature and man (flowers, fruit, the value of comfortable rest for free, beautiful smells, pleasant sounds), as well as beauty, in an accessible way, with no restrictions




	
availability

	
physically and visually accessible, open views, with inviting, wide entrances




	
access to resources

	
a landscape that promises space and offers all that is good, further bestowed with comfort and beauty




	
hope for a more interesting life and a high social position

	
a landscape of a higher standard than one is used to, which can be used without restrictions




	
kindness

	
a friendly landscape (gentle, familiar forms, “smiling” colors, pleasant sounds, and smells), a landscape of space which, thanks to its facilities, supports less able-bodied people, opens up to different people, meets them halfway; a landscape on a “human” scale




	
full understanding

	
landscape with clear cultural codes and familiar plants; panoramas one knows “by heart”




	
romantic, atmospheric

	
a romantic landscape, favoring romantic walks, meetings, and conversations; a picturesque landscape straight from the paintings of the romantic era




	
sense of humor

	
a landscape with playful forms (land art, street art), intended or not; a landscape that evokes a smile provokes practical jokes




	
physically attractive: handsome

	
a landscape that catches the eye and seduces with its form




	
healthy, in good shape

	
a landscape whose natural elements exemplify health, and the anthropogenic ones remain in good condition




	
athletic

	
a landscape dominated by dynamic forms




	
providing additional defense and protection

	
a landscape speaking of a safe sheltering space; of places that ensure safety despite the raging elements (piers, breakwaters, bridges, marinas), a fortified landscape











The starting point for identifying the next types of landscape were the 10 qualities of landscape attractiveness resulting from the translation of the qualities preferred by men in short-term partners (an affair or a casual, non-committed relationship) presented in Model 4 (Table 4).



The qualities of the first demonstrated a similarity to the Landscape of Temptation described in relation to Model 3, as they were also related to physical attraction (maybe more strongly associated with eroticism and even pornography), novelty and mystery.



Based on male preferences, the nature of the Landscape of Temptation tends to maintain a certain level of mystery, seduction, and surprise without delving into the less noble male preferences. A study by Buss [46] left no doubts—the following were tempting for men in extramarital relationships: lack of emotional dependence and sex for money, as in “he who pays the piper calls the tune”. Due to the consistent adherence to Buss’s original research [46], the set of qualities of this type of landscape could have become less romantic, but closer to the truth and therefore more interesting. However, despite the aforementioned differences, the authors decided to create a common type of landscape for Models 3 and 4: the Landscape of Temptation.



The second set of landscape attractiveness qualities resulting from Model 4 became part of the landscape type called the Landscape of Transition. Its set of qualities was characterized by impersonality resulting from the universality of space for everyone and for no one. Moreover, it can be easily morphed from one form to another.



The third set of qualities composed the landscape type called the Landscape of Money. It illustrated an attractive commercial space, both profitable and requiring a fee. Following Urry [12], the authors found an interesting contribution to considerations of landscapes, which, despite their noticeable artificiality, attract with the illusion of true beauty.
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Table 4. A presentation of Model 4, which includes sets of qualities preferred by women in short-term (casual, non-committed) partners along with the attributes of landscape attractiveness assigned to them (own study).






Table 4. A presentation of Model 4, which includes sets of qualities preferred by women in short-term (casual, non-committed) partners along with the attributes of landscape attractiveness assigned to them (own study).





	
MODEL 4.

Qualities That Men Desire in Short-Term Partners (an Affair or a Casual, Non-Committed Relationship)

(Adapted from Buss, 2003)

	
Qualities of Landscape Attractiveness




	
A

	
B






	
sexual prowess

	
a “phallic” landscape with numerous, highly vertical objects (columnar shrubs and trees, obelisks, towers) or with forms reminiscent of female sexual attributes; evoking erotic associations




	
sexiness (physical attraction, novelty)

	
surprising, different; full of attractive, fashionable forms; seductive, inviting




	
mystery

	
a landscape with mystery, arousing curiosity. stimulating the imagination, understated, mysterious, secret




	
promiscuity

	
landscape promising space for everyone; depicting a transitional space; an instant landscape, created at times for some people, and at times for others, depending on the needs




	
lack of emotional involvement

	
cool (e.g., winter) landscape, impersonal, “institutional”




	
availability

	
physically and visually accessible, open wide vistas, inviting entrances




	
youth

	
a landscape of space that is full of fresh spring scents (flowering orchards, forests, herbs) and colors; a landscape of smooth lines, flawless, firm forms, resilient, flexible structures (trees, buildings)




	
intense interest

	
a landscape interested in the observer, establishing contact with them; windows and viewpoints inviting peeking; a postcard landscape awaiting interest and reaction (even in the form of a photo)




	
sex without the payment of commitment

	
landscape for everyone, “by the way”




	
sex for money

	
a landscape that gives a lot to whoever pays for it












3.2. Characteristics of the Obtained Types of Landscape Attractiveness


For each of the selected types of landscape attractiveness: Prosperity, Youth, Femininity, Temptation, Friendship, Transition, and Money, its characteristics have been developed.



The set of seven types of landscape attractiveness presented above has been enriched with another eighth type, called the Landscape of Survival. This type, although derived from Buss [46], doesn’t result from an analysis of human matchmaking strategies, but from natural selection. The reason for including it in the list was to complete the picture of preferences in assessing the attractiveness of a landscape resulting from our evolutionary roots.



Landscape of Prosperity (Figure 1a,b) personifies, above all, affluent abundance and gives the impression of being friendly and accessible to people. It also has a human-controlled order, based on professionalism and purposefulness. This kind of landscape is also characterized by the presence of expensive pieces of art and objects indicating the use of smart technologies and materials, as well as the participation of the best designers and artists. All this makes the Landscape of Prosperity perceived as a “high-end” landscape, better than the one we are used to.



It is a landscape that expresses noticeable potential, however, not through its shortcomings (the elements of the Landscape of Prosperity are always presentable and in good technical condition), but through the spatial reserve of attractive land or the initiated investments.



The Landscape of Prosperity is depicted by a space that is characterized by maturity: a harmonious and complementary system, consistent at all levels, protected and created with the good of both the environment and man in mind. On the one hand, it consists of a beautiful, balanced form, systemic functionality, and comfort of use. On the other hand, it includes the use of modern technologies in line with the latest trends in space planning (e.g., smart city solutions, outdoor advertising).



The Landscape of Prosperity functions on a grand scale rather than in an intimate arrangement. The elements of the composition are expressive, coming both from the natural world (rocks, big old trees) and from the arsenal of human craftsmanship (strong dams, large bridges, etc.). They are also built of durable and “honest” materials, where concrete is simply solid concrete, and wood is simply well-used wood.



It is a landscape that also embodies valor by honoring the places of victorious combat with monuments, obelisks in honor of the combatants, or appropriate scenery.



The Landscape of Prosperity is also faithful to its inhabitants; it does not exist in spite of them. It follows the history of the land of which it is a part and tells about people long after their lives or times have passed away.



Landscape of Youth (Figure 2a,b) embodies the appeal of youthful charm, not devoid of eroticism, the grace of free natural movement, virginity, “girlishness” of colors, freshness of fragrance. It also comprises the beauty of a “healthy” space, with no wounds or disfigurement, and the fluid dynamics of form. With its open character, it gives a sense of freedom and ease.



Apart from nature, it is also an anthropogenic landscape, whose modernity and attractiveness of fashionable forms arouse the desire to join it, to appear in it, and to own it. The Landscape of Youth also shares a beauty that raises the prestige not only of the space itself, but also of those who use it or own it.



It embodies a space that does not shy away from technology and smart solutions. It is also a landscape that “communicates” via, e.g., architectural forms, artifacts, or street art.



Landscape of Femininity (Figure 3a,b) is characterized by fertile abundance, enchanting with the saturated beauty of maturity. It is filled with beautiful scents and pleasant sounds. It is a landscape of space that brings comfort and nourishes, accompanied by calming forms. It is a landscape that is unoppressive, conflict-free, soothing, a landscape of space that offers shelter, integral with people who are part of it in terms of tradition and mentality.



The Landscape of Femininity brings to mind childhood, arouses nostalgia. It connects with tradition not only through traditional forms, but also with the continuation of the tradition. Its forms overlap each other. It is an evolving landscape, faithful to the tradition from which it originates, in which the new meets the old and flows from it.



It is also a wise landscape, illustrating a well-thought-out, purposeful space, equipped with artifacts and educational elements communicating knowledge, “storytelling” also with symbols.



The landscape of space, which, thanks to its facilities, opens up to different groups, supports less able-bodied people, meets them halfway.



It is a landscape of an authentic space, not hiding any unpleasant surprises, offering peace and reliable safety without risk.



The Landscape of Femininity is balanced on every level, well thought out, in tune with nature. It combines complementary forms, creatively shaped with respect for their specificity.



Landscape of Temptation (Figure 4a,b) is a landscape of the forbidden fruit and the anticipation of adventure; a landscape tempting with mystery, surprising with otherness, awakening the desire to conquer, stimulating the imagination; a landscape that is understated, mysterious, secretly hidden, It is a landscape that attracts the eye and seduces with its form; it is intriguing, surprising, better than everyday life; a landscape where everything can be “different”, sometimes “fairy tale-like”.



When combining the Landscape of Temptation with the human desire for love, one cannot fail to mention its romantic variety: a landscape conducive to romantic walks, meetings, and conversation. It is also a picturesque landscape, straight from the paintings of the masters of the Romantic era.



Combined with eroticism, it can also be a “phallic” or “vaginal” landscape evoking erotic or even pornographic associations.



Landscape of Friendship (Figure 5a,b) meets one’s needs, announcing both comfort and beauty. A landscape of space that awaits and invites, one designed to give the impression of wooing. It is also a landscape of a space that is open to people, offering goods that are both the work of nature and man.



Although it can sometimes have a higher standard than what one is used to, one can use it without restrictions. It is physically and visually accessible, with open vistas and broad entrances.



It is also a landscape full of friendly colors, sounds, and smells, a landscape of a “human” scale; a landscape with clear cultural codes and familiar plants, as well as panoramas known “by heart”.



The Landscape of Friendship does not shy away from playful forms, intentional or not (land art, street art, digital space-time gates), makes one smile, and provokes practical jokes. The availability of such open-air locations makes it popular; it is frequently and willingly visited, and it becomes a part of people’s lives.



Landscape of Transition is an impersonal landscape, a promising space for everyone, and for none in particular. It illustrates a transitional space, treated as a service and without emotions. It is a landscape of institutional space, noticed incidentally and “by the way”; a seamless landscape. It is also an “instant” landscape—a space that is created sometimes for some people, and sometimes for others, depending on the needs. It is a landscape that does not arouse emotions and is hardly noticed (that is why it was not depicted with photographs—it was not included in the photographic archives of the authors or their friends).



Landscape of Money (Figure 6a,b), it is a landscape that is available, yet owned by someone else, and which requires payment. This includes the so-called tourist landscape—one that awaits, is prepared for one’s arrival, purposefully arranged, and retouched. It is often an exotic landscape to “score”, admire, and leave to return home.



It is also a landscape full of paid attractions, the prime example of which can be the kingdom of forbidden and paid places: Las Vegas.



Landscape of Survival is not connected, as the landscapes listed landscapes, with human sexual selection, but with the survival instinct (Figure 7a,b). In light of evolutionary psychology research, many representatives of our profession have recognized it as particularly desirable because it is an echo of an ancient human habitat. What distinguishes this type of landscape is the varied topography, rich natural flora, access to natural clean water reservoirs, and the presence of wild animals.





4. Discussion


The multidisciplinary nature of landscape research implies different systems and methods for landscape identification and classification. They are rooted in different traditions, and most notably in disciplines such as geography, geology, geomorphology, ecology, history, archeology, and landscape architecture. The findings presented in this publication show yet another source of human preference in assessing the attractiveness of a landscape—our evolutionary roots both biologically and culturally originating from extremely powerful evolutionary mechanisms—sexual selection [46].



The new method of space anthropomorphization developed by the authors leveraged the phenomenological idea of brand personality [56], effectively translating the features in human mating partners into the attractiveness of the landscape attractiveness. The developed types of landscape attractiveness: Prosperity, Youth, Femininity, Temptation, Friendship, Transition, and Money broadened the knowledge of the complexity of the relationship between landscape and man, also in such an ephemeral sphere as feeling and experiencing the landscape [13,27]. What helped was the categorization treatment, which as emphasized by Christian [52], Antrop and Van Eetvelde [16] and Simensen et al. [2], allows to recognize and deepen this phenomenon in a more systematic way. The resulting categorization thus became a step towards recognizing the language of landscape, as intended by Spirn [32]. Also, the types of landscape distinguished in the course of this study expand in a peculiar way the resource of noosphere—the meaningful perception and feeling of space [16].



The discussed research was based on the approach suggested by Wojciechowski [43] more than on Lothian [34], Bell et al. [37], Tveit et al. [24], Sevenant and Antrop [38], or Urry [12]. The preferred qualities of landscape attractiveness resulted from a deeper source than the “eye of the beholder” itself [34]. This means that in addition to people’s preference for forms that are easily assimilated [42] and considered interesting because of a person’s social role, profession or personal tastes, there are also forms with other sources of preference. This source may be our evolutionary heritage, a heritage that not only relies on biological mechanisms such as biophilia and topophilia [44] or natural selection [46], but also social human mating strategies.



Some of the landscape types identified are similar to those described by other authors. For example, Lynch [13] wrote about the power of the Manhattan landscape, which can classify it as a Landscape of Prosperity. On the other hand, Urry [12] writes about a commercial landscape designed to fulfill the dreams of the tourist—how similar this is to the Landscape of Money. Upon comparing the preferred landscape attractiveness qualities described by Lynch [13] with the qualities obtained as a result of these studies, it should be noted that they are not mutually exclusive. Indicated by Lynch [13], qualities describing the attractiveness of the urban landscape: legibility, coherence, recognizable individuality, and vividness, mainly speak of the structure of forms that build the landscape, and their mutual relations. However, they do not ignore the meanings that they can carry within. These qualities, however, mainly relate to the structures observable in the landscape. Here, beauty is largely born “in the eye of the beholder” [34]. The division criteria proposed by the authors are based on other premises, i.e., the preferences of landscape attractiveness result from our evolutionary heritage as a biological and social species.



Taking into account the key stage of the research, i.e., to translate the qualities describing human preferences in the selection of partners into the preferred qualities of the landscape and the related space, extending the research path seems justified. It would require forming a team of researchers from different disciplines to pursue the research goal. Then, the obtained results would not be a result of assessment of experts representing just one discipline, but the product of broader, multi-faceted negotiations. Bearing in mind the differentiation of preferences in the perception of the landscape due to the specific properties of the people themselves, as emphasized by Tuan [6], Kaltenborn and Bjerke [39] and Erikstad et al. [41], it is possible to indicate further direction of the research undertaken by the authors.



The paper presents eight types of landscape attractiveness. What could be interesting is a survey to answer the question of what landscapes do the respondents associate with these types. The responses would then be compared with people from different age groups, cultures, and regions. On the one hand, this will contribute to the objectivity of the research results. On the other hand, taking into account the multiplicity of statements, it will enhance its qualitative dimension.




5. Conclusions


The answer to the first of the research problems–what are human preferences in experiencing and evaluating landscape attractiveness–was the exploration of this problem by means of the categorization procedure.



The second problem: from what sources can preferences for the attractiveness of observed landscapes arise, was answered in research based on evolutionary psychology, and more specifically from Buss’s [46] research on human matchmaking strategies.



The underlying formulas used determined the initial set of characteristics of human preferences. They were then the foundation for determining the quality preferences for landscape attractiveness.



The results of Buss’ study [46] contributed to outlining the set of landscape attractiveness qualities that people desire. As a result, a typology was created that proved there are landscapes people can find attractive because of some of their sets of qualities resulting from our evolutionary heritage.



The hypothesis has been confirmed that the sets of traits resulting from research on human mating strategies identified in Buss’ study [46] can translate into sets of preferred qualities of landscape attractiveness. During the research, the following types of landscape attractiveness were identified:




	
Landscape of Prosperity



	
Landscape of Youth



	
Landscape of Femininity



	
Landscape of Temptation



	
Landscape of Friendship



	
Landscape of Transition



	
Landscape of Money.








Thus, the goal of selecting the types of landscape attractiveness based on the qualities desired in partners depending on the nature of the relationship was achieved. The approach proposed by the authors is distinguished by the novelty of the research path taken, which consists of introducing the evolutionary psychology criteria of human mating to landscape preference. So far, the categorization of landscape attractiveness has been derived mainly from aesthetics, geography, geology, geomorphology, ecology, history, archaeology, and landscape architecture. The study undertaken shifts the view of looking at preferences that have impacted the evolution of humans as a species.



The typological division is the next step in discovering and learning what is behind the slogan of attractiveness and beauty of the landscape. It also emphasizes the importance of values and meaning embedded in the landscape and develops new ways of seeking attractiveness in the landscape. The proposed typology also indicated the importance of meaningful landscape values. The use of evolutionary psychology in terms of human mating, an unusual source of research inspiration in the field of landscape attractiveness analysis, can encourage the development of new areas of research for the criteria for assessing landscape attractiveness. The developed typological division will launch a discussion on how to combine the conclusions of evolutionary psychology researchers with broadly understood landscape assessment.



The obtained theoretical knowledge will allow its practical application in strategic landscape planning, to study the preferences of space users in terms of landscape attractiveness in terms of preferences of its “consumers”. It will also constitute the next step toward a better understanding of the phenomenon of landscape attractiveness and the sources of its preferences. The types identified and their characteristics will serve to raise awareness that the different types of landscape attractiveness, though different, are not necessarily better or worse, more or less valued; they are equivalent. It will also draw attention to the fact that the so-called “taste” can result from more diverse sources of preferences than e.g., individual sense of aesthetics.



The issues discussed in this manuscript do not exhaust the vast and difficult topic of human priorities in terms of assessing the attractiveness of a landscape. It enriches the discussion by pointing out that our preferences can come from various sources, including our evolutionary and cultural roots. Awareness of this resource will also inform sustainable landscape management.
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Figure 1. An exemplary Landscape of Prosperity: (a) View of Hongkong, (photo: A. Kępkowicz, 2010), (b) Heads of American presidents sculpted in rock, Mount Rushmore, South Dakota, USA (photo: A. Kępkowicz, 2005). 
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Figure 2. An exemplary Landscape of Youth: (a) Namib Desert, Namibia (photo: A. Kępkowicz, 2010), (b) spring landscape of Piotrowice near Nałęczów, Poland (photo: K. Olszak, 2012). 
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Figure 3. An exemplary Landscape of Femininity: (a) Arable fields in Bronki near Nałęczów, Poland (photo: K. Olszak, 2011), (b) the Louvre, complemented by its famous pyramid, Paris (photo: A. Kępkowicz, 2005). 
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Figure 4. An exemplary Landscape of Temptation: (a) panorama of the Tatry Mountains, view from the cable car to the top of Mt. Kasprowy Wierch (photo: A. Kępkowicz, 2011), (b) Urban landscape at Centre Georges Pompidou, Paris (photo: A. Kępkowicz, 2009). 
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Figure 5. An exemplary Landscape of Friendship: (a) Park by the palace in Staniszów Górny, Lower Silesia, Poland (photo: J. Dauksza, 2011), (b) Urban square with sculptures in Seville, Spain (photo: A. Kępkowicz, 2009). 
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Figure 6. An exemplary Landscape of Money: (a) The “wild” beach tourist attraction in Varadero, Cuba (photo: A. Strykowska, 2013), (b) Reno, the City of Casinos, Nevada, USA (photo: A. Kępkowicz, 2005). 
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Figure 7. An exemplary Landscape of Survival: (a) 19th-century English-style landscape park, Pszczyna, Poland (photo: A. Kępkowicz, 2009), (b) Example of development pressure in areas of nature-based attractiveness near a national park, Bieszczady, Poland (photo: A. Kępkowicz, 2017). 
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