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Abstract: The extensification (opposite of intensification) of urban public green spaces offers great
potential for conservation. One major issue for the long-term success of such a measure is, however,
its acceptance by the urban population. This contribution presents the results of an image-based
online questionnaire that we set to elucidate the role of sociodemographic affiliations regarding
the perception of urban green areas. We also asked whether acceptability can be increased by the
presence of additional structural elements (sculptures, benches) and “acceptance stripes”, i.e., stripes
regularly mowed only at the margins of a natural green space. Regarding structural elements, 40-
to 60-year-olds consistently rejected intensely maintained lawns and perceived a lawn as positive
only in combination with a sculpture. A regularly mowed acceptance stripe resulted in a positive
perception of natural meadows by people with an affinity for city life, classified based on their actual
place of residence and/or their social dimension including aspects such as sense of place, familiarity,
profession, and interests. Thus, decision-making processes of policy makers must be evaluated
together with the urban population and should be assessed multidimensionally, i.e., by considering
various criteria (e.g., ecological, social, and aesthetic aspects) in order to meet the requirements of
residents and achieve an increase in biodiversity.

Keywords: acceptance stripes; biodiversity; conservation; lawn; meadow; multidimensional
assessment; perception; questionnaire; survey; urban green space

1. Introduction

The value and contribution of natural urban green spaces to biodiversity and their ecological
importance with respect to ecosystem services are well-known [1–7]. This green infrastructure has
a variety of functions connected to the maintenance of basic ecological processes, properties, and
resulting services [8–13], including positive climatic effects [3,8,14–20]. From a social point of view,
urban green spaces offer facilities that can be used by city dwellers, e.g., as meeting points and places
for relaxation and recreation [8,9,21]. In addition, they have multiple benefits (physiological and
psychological) with respect to health and well-being (e.g., [7,8,22–30]).

Despite a general awareness of its value, urban green space is being forfeited over large parts
of the world [1,31–34]. Because of the fast densification of numerous urban areas all over the planet,
the remaining urban green spaces are under pressure [1,22,35–37]. Urban green spaces in cities
contribute to increased biodiversity [9,10,22,38–40], and the conservation of urban biodiversity can
create multi-layered advantages for people and nature conservation alike [41,42]. However, current
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urban development contributes instead to the decline of biodiversity [22,43]. In the temperate zones, one
special aspect of biodiversity loss in urban areas is anthropogenic manipulation involving the intense
maintenance of lawns [9,44–46] and the planting of exotic plants [45–47]. Mown grassland, i.e., amenity
grassland or lawn, is one of the most prevailing types of urban green space, particularly in temperate
regions [1,48,49]. Demands have often been reported with respect to "the ecological, educational,
aesthetic and sustainability benefits of urban meadows (i.e., naturalistic, unmown grassland with or
without flowering forbs)" [1,50,51].

Indeed, many previous studies have shown an increase in urban biodiversity through the use of
“extensive” meadows, i.e., meadows that are non-intensively mown (e.g., [44,52–60]). Since biodiversity
is globally decreasing on several scales [6,61–65], concerns have been raised that this global decline will
reduce the ability of ecosystems to provide human societies with a constant and endurable contribution
of required goods and services [6,24,66–69]. Natural or near-natural ecosystems and habitats are
needed to maintain certain ecological services (e.g., [1,4,6,8,44,70]) and sustainable conditions of health
and well-being for future generations (e.g., [3,7,14,27,45,71–73]).

"‘Landscape’ means an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and
interaction of natural and/or human factors” [74]. The visual perception of landscape is a keystone that
links humans with nature [46,75]. However, as the perception and aesthetic valuation of near-natural
meadows in urban spaces vary strongly among citizens, the question arises regarding the ways in which
such a subjective attitude can be quantified and made transparent and implementable in planning
decisions [76]. Such processes should help to reconcile the well-being of urban populations and the
promotion of biodiversity.

A study throughout Germany on nature awareness found that two out of three respondents voted
for spaces in the city where nature can grow unrestrictedly, whereas 30 percent only appreciated such
spaces to a limited extent or rejected such areas [77]. According to this study, natural sites in the city were
mostly associated with parks and generally accessible public green spaces, which were discovered to be
of major importance to the public, whereas trees and roadside greenery had a subordinate importance.
These findings were supported by a later study, also conducted in Germany [75], which found that, for
meadows and lawns, the factor "preservation" was rated lower than the factor "utilization". This also
agreed with previous results of Bonnes et al. [78], who conducted two series of studies, one in the UK
and one in Italy, showing that biodiversity was less important for respondents than the availability
of urban green spaces [8]. Nevertheless, positive associations (e.g., aesthetics, restorative qualities,
happiness) with biodiversity (e.g., [1,7,8,22,24,26,75,77,79]) in many studies (e.g., [1,22,24,75,80–84])
indicate an increasing appreciation of nature in European countries and a great predilection for
variation, naturalness, and diversity in natural ecosystems [30]. Diversity has also been demonstrated
to improve the aesthetic estimation of plant communities (e.g., [6,24,30,79,81,85–88]).

On the other hand, biodiversity is often not recognized or is estimated incorrectly because of the
mismatch between the perceived and actual characteristics of biodiversity by laypersons [8,24,41,89] as
a result of poor knowledge [41] and the lack of a nuanced comprehension of naturalness within an urban
context [8]. Indeed, biodiversity per se is frequently not appreciated (e.g., [9,24,44,46,75,77,90–95]),
because the perception of nature by people is self-related and their evaluation of natural phenomena
is tightly connected to selfish (practical and aesthetic) usage [75]. The topic of urban nature should
encompass not only positive ecological aspects, but also people and their perception of nature
conservation concepts. As the general populace perceives nature in ways different from those of
ecologists [8,24,41], we have explored key factors that possibly contribute to the positive perception
of public green areas. If measures to increase and preserve biodiversity in urban areas are to be
successfully implemented, the approval and support of the urban population needs to be sought [41,96].

To evaluate urban nature in a pragmatic way, we chose an online survey in order to obtain the
broadest possible diversity of opinions and a contemporary perception of urban green spaces by an
urban population. As peoples’ perception of natural scenery is known to be dependent on its overall
setting [87,97–101], the goal of our survey was not to evaluate the general acceptance of extensively
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cultivated green spaces in cities, but to specify those measures that can be implemented to improve the
perception of such spaces by the residents. Therefore, we focused on so-called “acceptance stripes”
that can be easily created by mowing meadow areas only at their margins, leaving a central natural
green space [3,102], but still achieving a well-kept appearance. Such transition zones of mown and
unmown sectors are not only beneficial from an ecological perspective [3], but might also help to
improve the understanding and acceptance of the human population towards extensively maintained
meadows. Furthermore, public perception includes the effect of colors or locations and their settings,
e.g., structural elements such as seating. Therefore, we also studied structural elements and their
possible influence on potential increased acceptance of natural meadows. As the identification of key
factors in the positive human perception of natural urban areas is of importance for conservation, we
posed the following research questions:

(i) Can an acceptance stripe improve the perception or acceptance of natural meadows?
(ii) Can certain structural elements (e.g., seats or sculptures) generate positive perception regardless

of the type of green space?
(iii) What influence does the socio-demographic affiliation of a citizen have on his or her

acceptance behavior?

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Preparation and Implementation of the Questionnaire

For data collection, an online survey was created as a quantitative instrument of analysis. This
survey was created according to the requirements/standards of empirical social research [103]. It
provided information on the perception of the surveyed urban citizens with regard to green spaces in
the city of Tübingen, a university city in the center of Baden Württemberg (a federal state in the south
of Germany).

Several image variants were created through the digital manipulation of parameters. The images
were edited with “Adobe Photoshop CS 6” (Adobe, San Jose, CA, USA, 2012), i.e., the appropriate
images of green space types were used digitally to create the respective scenarios. For instance, the
cutout of a lawn image was used digitally to create an acceptance stripe around a meadow. Additionally,
several images of a certain meadow type and occasionally various structural elements were used
digitally to merge several images into one urban scenario.

The questionnaire was created and provided with the software “Unipark” [104]. The sequence of
images related to the questions was randomized by the software, so that the appropriate images were
visible in a random order for every participant. The questionnaire was distributed via the mailing list
of the University of Tübingen, a list that comprises 37,895 students and employees from both academic
and non-academic areas. Most participants were people from the academic university milieu and so
were not fully representative of the urban population.

The data were collected between 31 March and 30 April 2016.
The participants were asked to answer spontaneously and to choose the scenario(s) that they

found most appealing (Figures 1–5, and photo usage and details, see Appendix B).
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Figure 1. The aim of Question 1 was to establish whether a preference existed among the surveyed participants for a certain type of green space. Alternatively, such 
a preference might depend on the presence of an acceptance stripe only. For further explanations, see text. 

  

Figure 1. The aim of Question 1 was to establish whether a preference existed among the surveyed participants for a certain type of green space. Alternatively, such a
preference might depend on the presence of an acceptance stripe only. For further explanations, see text.
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Figure 2. The aim of Question 2.1 was to establish the existence of a preference for a certain type of green space or a preference for the relative area of asphalt in
relation to the green area. For further explanations, see text.
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Figure 5. The aim of Question 3 was to establish possible preferences for a meadow or a lawn and the possible influence on the respective preference caused by the 
presence of structural elements. For further explanations, see text. (*) FreeImages.com/sue anna joe (Artist’s Member Name) [105]. 

Figure 5. The aim of Question 3 was to establish possible preferences for a meadow or a lawn and the possible influence on the respective preference caused by the
presence of structural elements. For further explanations, see text. (*) FreeImages.com/sue anna joe (Artist’s Member Name) [105].
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All presented meadows, lawns, and scenarios in the questionnaire are located in the city of
Tübingen and its surroundings, as familiarity has previously been found to strongly affect emotional
reactions of respondents to the shown scenarios (e.g., [22,106–108]). The images of meadows, lawns,
and unnatural green spaces were taken in the period from May to August over several years (2010,
2012, 2013, 2014, 2015) (Tables A5–A9). In order to maximize color saturation and to avoid any
positive influences of sunshine on the perception of the respondents [109], all the photos were taken on
overcast days.

The following scenarios were presented.
Natural versus unnatural green area, with or without an acceptance stripe, versus lawn area

To evaluate the perception of green spaces, the participants in our survey were confronted with
various natural meadow concepts (Questions 1 and 2) versus an unnatural green space concept, i.e.,
a non-native seed mixture with especially bright flowers (Question 1); each of these concepts was
presented with and without an acceptance stripe. In addition, pure lawns were presented that had
scattered trees, hedges, and random artificial structures such as scooters, bikes, lanterns, wells, and a
car (Questions 1 and 2).

Figure 1: The aim of the question associated with this figure was to establish whether a general
preference existed for natural meadows, unnatural green spaces, or pure lawns among the surveyed
participants and, in addition, to determine whether an acceptance stripe was necessary to create a
positive perception for natural meadows. For this purpose, Question 1 included eight scenarios, i.e.,
(1) two natural meadows (A, B, C, D); (2) one unnatural green space consisting of a non-native seed
mixture with especially bright flowers (E and F); (3) two pure lawns (G and H). Natural meadows and
the unnatural green space were presented (i) with (A, C, E) versus (ii) without (B, D, F) an acceptance
stripe in each case. The presentation of a pathway was chosen, because it conveys an urban character.

As up to two choices were possible for preferred scenarios, this arrangement helped to distinguish
between preferences for a certain type of green area, i.e., (i) two decisions for a scenario with a natural
meadow, (ii) with an unnatural meadow, or (iii) with a pure lawn. Within the scenarios of natural
meadows, two decisions were possible for a scenario: (i) with an acceptance stripe versus (ii) without
an acceptance stripe.
More versus less lawn area or natural green area, with or without an acceptance stripe

In order to evaluate the perception of green spaces within an urban scenario, three buildings
(Questions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3) were photographed in the city of Tübingen.

Figures 2–4: The aim of the questions related to these figures was to establish whether a preference
existed for a certain type of green space (i.e., meadow, meadow with an acceptance stripe, and pure
lawn) within an urban scenario or whether the preference was influenced by the respective size
of the forecourt, regardless of the green space type. For this purpose, Questions 2.1–2.3 included
three different buildings, each being presented in nine different scenarios, i.e., three differently sized
forecourts: (1) large (A, D, G), (2) small (B, E, H), and (3) with a pathway (C, F, I). The differently sized
forecourts differed with respect to the relative area of asphalt in relation to the green area. Each of the
above-mentioned scenarios presented the areas in three different ways, i.e., (i) with (D, E, F) versus (ii)
without (A, B, C) an acceptance stripe, and (iii) as a pure lawn (G, H, I).

As there were up to three possible choices, this arrangement helped to distinguish between
preferences for a certain type of green area, i.e., (i) three decisions for a scenario with an acceptance
stripe, (ii) without an acceptance stripe, or (iii) with a pure lawn. Alternatively, the preference might
depend on the relative area of asphalt in relation to the green area, i.e., three decisions were again
possible, namely, for a scenario (i) with a large forecourt, (ii) with a small forecourt, or (iii) with
a pathway.
Natural green area versus lawn area and the influence of structural elements

The perception of the surveyed participants regarding structural elements placed on green
spaces was also examined (Question 3). In this case, we presented only natural meadows without an
acceptance stripe and pure lawns with scattered trees, hedges, and random artificial structures, such as
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cars. To examine the perception of structural elements (Question 3), images of two dissimilar benches
as seating were presented. One bench was photographed from three different perspectives and the
other one from only one perspective. Images of two dissimilar lanterns and one image of a sculpture
were also used.

Figure 5: This question associated with this figure aimed at establishing possible preferences
for a natural meadow (without acceptance stripe) or a lawn with scattered trees and hedges and, in
particular, whether the presence of structural elements such as benches, lanterns, or sculptures had an
influence on the preference or acceptance of the green space. To this end, question 3 showed twelve
scenarios, i.e., (1) a lawn without a tree (A, B, C); (2) a lawn with a tree (D, E, F); (3) a meadow without
a tree (G, H, I); (4) a meadow with a tree (J, K, L). Each of the above-mentioned scenarios presented
the areas in three different ways, i.e., (i) with (a) a bench only (A, D, G, J); (ii) with a bench, and (b)
a combination of lanterns (B, E, H, K); (iii) with a bench and lanterns, and (c) a sculpture (C, F, I, L);
(letters (a), (b), (c) refer to the letters used in Figure 5; they were not shown to the participants of the
questionnaire). The different scenarios of Question 3 were examined as follows: 3.1 lawn without a
tree versus meadow without a tree; 3.2 lawn with a tree versus meadow with a tree; 3.3 lawn with a tree
versus lawn without a tree; 3.4 meadow with a tree versus meadow without a tree.

One decision had to be made for each of the above-mentioned combinations, i.e., a decision for
the scenario (1) with a meadow or (2) with a lawn. Within these scenarios, a decision could be made for
a scenario (i) with a bench only, (ii) with a bench and a combination of lanterns, or (iii) with a bench,
lanterns, and a sculpture.

Our questionnaire was accompanied by a sociodemographic query that was aimed at correlating
perception with possible social differences.

2.2. Statistical Data Evaluation

The questions represented by count data were evaluated on the basis of Chi-squared
cross-tables [110]. Thereby, the chosen scenarios of each question were opposed to the sociodemographic
data. For evaluating whether the number of answers for a given combination of a certain green space
and respective sociodemographic data differed from the expected numbers, a Chi-squared test based
on Pearson was used [110]. If the Chi-squared test was significant (p < 0.05), the standardized residuals
were evaluated. Standardized residuals >2.0 or <2.0 were considered significant [110]. All statistics
were performed with the software IBM SPSS Statistics; Version 23 (IBM, Armonk, NY, USA). If, in a
particular question, the maximum number of possible choices was not exploited by a participant, the
choices made were projected according to the maximum possible number of selections.

3. Results

The survey, which could be finished within 15 minutes by a participant, had a completion rate of
67% (out of 1367 participants). Participants were 31 years old on average and included 68.2% females,
31.6% males, and 0.2% who made no statement with respect to gender. Among the participants, 16.3%
had children, and 67.1% of all subjects were students. Meanwhile, 53.7% of the respondents stated
their commitment to nature conservation; 62.1% of the participants had an affinity for rural life, i.e.,
“country types”, 35.9% had an affinity for city life, i.e., “city types”, and 2.0% made no statement with
respect to their self-perception.

The Roman numerals in all the presented tables have the following meaning:
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Age: Faculties:
I. 0–20 years I. Theology
II. 20–40 years II. Law
III. 40–60 years III. Medicine
IV. 60 years and older IV. Humanities

V. Economic Sciences
VI. Social Sciences
VII. Natural Sciences

Under the heading “Student”, the answer “No” means that the respondent was a research associate
or non-academic staff member.

The following table presents, for each category of sociodemographic data, the total number
of individuals within the category along with the corresponding percentage out of all participants
registered by the software (Unipark) (Table 1).

Significant results (based on the standardized residual criterion as explained in Materials and
Methods) are summarized in Tables 2–6, which present the number of choices for a certain green space
made by the respective sociodemographic group (standardized residuals in brackets).
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Table 1. Categories with regard to sociodemographic data and number of assigned survey participants.

Age Gender Has Children Student Faculty Commitment to Conservation Self-Perception

I. II. III. IV. Male Female N/A Yes No Yes No I. II. III. IV. V. VI. VII. Yes No N/A Country Type City Type N/A

Total 73 665 151 27 289 625 2 149 767 615 301 21 19 63 174 26 58 253 492 418 6 569 329 18
% 8.0 72.6 16.5 2.9 31.6 68.2 0.2 16.3 83.7 67.1 32.9 3.4 3.1 10.3 28.3 4.2 9.5 41.2 53.7 45.6 0.7 62.1 35.9 2.0
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Table 2. Question 1 compared natural early summer meadows with unnatural green spaces (1E and
1F) and lawns (1G and 1H). The meadows and unnatural green spaces were illustrated with (1E) and
without (1F) an acceptance stripe. The table presents the number of choices for a certain green space
by the respective sociodemographic group (standardized residuals in brackets). Whereas a positive
residual indicates that the scenario was appreciated by the relevant demographic group (bold type), a
negative residual indicates that the scenario was disliked (normal typeface). Only significant cases
are listed.

Gender Student Faculty Commitment to Conservation

Male No II. III. VI. VII. Yes No

Unnatural Green Space
with an Acceptance Stripe (1E)

7
(−2.5)

Unnatural Green Space (1F) 30
(2.1)

Lawn (1G) 10
(2.4)

10
(−2.1)

Lawn (1H) 29
(3.0)

4
(2.2)

15
(−2.5)

37
(2.7)

Table 3. Question 2.1 compared natural early summer meadows (2.1B and 2.1F) with lawns (2.1G,
2.1H, and 2.1I). The meadows were illustrated with (2.1F) and without (2.1B) an acceptance stripe. All
green spaces were presented with variation in the degree of overgrowth: large forecourt (2.1G); small
forecourt (2.1B and 2.1H); with a pathway (2.1F and 2.1I). The table presents the number of choices for
a certain green space by the respective sociodemographic group (standardized residuals in brackets).
Whereas a positive residual indicates that the scenario was appreciated by the relevant demographic
group (bold type), a negative residual indicates that the scenario was disliked (normal typeface). Only
significant cases are listed.

Age Gender Has
Children Student Faculty Commitment to

Conservation Self-Perception

I. III. Male Female Yes Yes No II. IV. V. VII. Yes No City Type

Meadow,
Small

Forecourt
(2.1B)

198
(−2.1)

Meadow
with an

Acceptance
Stripe,

Pathway
(2.1F)

109
(−2.2)

Lawn,
Large

Forecourt
(2.1G)

10
(−2.9)

71
(3.6)

77
(−2.4)

13
(−2.3)

123
(2.4)

25
(−3.4)

14
(5.0)

33
(−2.5)

73
(2.7)

Lawn,
Small

Forecourt
(2.1H)

30
(4.0)

14
(−2.9)

82
(3.3)

98
(−2.2)

38
(−2.8)

15
(3.5)

72
(−2.5)

108
(2.8)

Lawn,
Pathway

(2.1I)

11
(−2.3)

38
(2.1)

47
(−2.7)

82
(3.0)
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Table 4. Question 2.2 compared natural late summer meadows (2.2A, 2.2B, 2.2C, 2.2D, 2.2E, and 2.2F) with lawns (2.2G, 2.2H, and 2.2I). The meadows were illustrated
with (2.2D, 2.2E, and 2.2F) and without (2.2A, 2.2B, and 2.2C) an acceptance stripe. All green spaces were presented with variation in the degree of overgrowth: large
forecourt (2.2A, 2.2D, and 2.2G); small forecourt (2.2B, 2.2E, and 2.2H); with a pathway (2.2C, 2.2F, and 2.2I). The table presents the number of choices for a certain
green space by the respective sociodemographic group (standardized residuals in brackets). Whereas a positive residual indicates that the scenario was appreciated by
the relevant demographic group (bold type), a negative residual indicates that the scenario was disliked (normal typeface). Only significant cases are listed.

Age Has
Children Student Faculty Commitment to Conservation Self-Perception

III. Yes Yes No I. II. III. VI. Yes No Country Type City Type

Meadow,
Large Forecourt (2.2A)

4
(3.1)

Meadow,
Small Forecourt (2.2B)

82
(2.4)

127
(2.4)

63
(−2.6)

Meadow,
Pathway (2.2C)

66
(4.5)

57
(3.1)

126
(−2.3)

105
(3.3) 160(3.2) 71

(−3.4)
Meadow with an Acceptance Stripe,

Large Forecourt (2.2D)
6

(−2.3)
Meadow with an Acceptance Stripe,

Small Forecourt (2.2E)
17

(2.3)
Meadow with an Acceptance Stripe,

Pathway (2.2F)
336
(3.1)

189
(−3.3)

Lawn,
Large Forecourt (2.2G)

8
(2.8)

56
(−2.4)

86
(2.5)

68
(−2.2)

68
(2.3)

Lawn,
Small Forecourt (2.2H)

49
(2.7)

19
(−2.1)

219
(−2.5)

260
(2.7)

Lawn,
Pathway (2.2I)

72
(−3.1)

165
(−2.8)

294
(−2.2)

324
(2.4)
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Table 5. Question 2.3 compared natural late summer meadows (2.3A, 2.3B, 2.3C, 2.3D, 2.3E, and 2.3F) with lawns (2.3G, 2.3H, and 2.3I). The meadows were illustrated
with (2.3D, 2.3E, and 2.3F) and without (2.3A, 2.3B, and 2.3C) an acceptance stripe. All green spaces were presented with variation in the degree of overgrowth: large
forecourt (2.3A, 2.3D, and 2.3G); small forecourt (2.3B, 2.3E, and 2.3H); with a pathway (2.3C, 2.3F, and 2.3I). The table presents the number of choices for a certain
green space by the respective sociodemographic group (standardized residuals in brackets). Whereas a positive residual indicates that the scenario was appreciated by
the relevant demographic group (bold type), a negative residual indicates that the scenario was disliked (normal typeface). Only significant cases are listed.

Age Gender Has Children Student Faculty Commitment to Conservation Self-Perception

II. III. IV. Male Female Yes Yes No II. III. V. VI. VII. Yes No City Type

Meadow,
Large Forecourt (2.3A)

100
(2.2)

49
(−2.3)

Meadow,
Small Forecourt (2.3B)

109
(−2.7)

60
(4.9)

13
(2.9)

55
(4.2)

99
(−2.7)

94
(3.8)

49
(−2.5)

Meadow,
Pathway (2.3C)

47
(2.2)

13
(2.7)

84
(2.3)

85
(2.1)

5
(−2.2)

67
(2.3)

141
(2.8)

66
(−3.0)

Meadow with an Acceptance
Stripe,

Large Forecourt (2.3D)

44
(2.4)

Meadow with an Acceptance
Stripe,

Small Forecourt (2.3E)

13
(2.2)

1
(−2.1)

74
(2.1)

148
(2.1)

84
(−2.2)

103
(2.1)

Meadow with an Acceptance
Stripe,

Pathway (2.3F)

96
(−2.1)

Lawn,
Large Forecourt (2.3G)

46
(−2.1)

156
(3.4)

218
(−2.4)

45
(−2.1)

290
(2.4)

86
(−3.4)

16
(2.3)

15
(−2.4)

156
(−3.1)

214
(3.4)

Lawn,
Small Forecourt (2.3H)

6
(−3.1)

171
(−2.3)

302
(−2.4)

338
(2.5)

Lawn,
Pathway (2.3I)

40
(−4.8)

122
(−2.2)

231
(−2.4)

269
(2.5)
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Table 6. Question 3 compared natural early summer meadows with (3J and 3L) and without (3G and 3I) trees, and lawns with (3E and 3F) and without (3A, 3B, and
3C) trees. The influence of certain structural elements on the acceptance regarding natural green spaces (without an acceptance stripe) and lawns was established here,
i.e., bench placed on a lawn (3A) or a meadow (3G and 3J); bench and lanterns placed on a lawn (3B and 3E) or a meadow; bench, lanterns and sculpture placed on a
lawn (3C and 3F) or a meadow (3I and 3L). The table presents the number of choices for a certain green space by the respective sociodemographic group (standardized
residuals in brackets). Whereas a positive residual indicates that the scenario was appreciated by the relevant demographic group (bold type), a negative residual
indicates that the scenario was disliked (normal typeface). This question was divided into four sub-questions; each image was presented twice as two separate
questions: the results of (i) the first sub-question are shown in the upper line; the results of (ii) the second sub-question in the lower line. Only significant cases
are listed.

Age Gender Has
Children Student Faculty

I. II. III. Male Yes Yes No I. II. IV. V.

Lawn without Trees
Bench (3A) ii: 10 (3.4) i: 5 (2.7)

Lawn without Trees
Bench, Lanterns (3B)

i: 1 (−2.4)
ii: 1 (−2.1) i: 5 (−2.5) ii: 5 (3.8) i: 4 (2.5)

Lawn without Trees
Bench, Lanterns, Sculpture (3C)

i: 21 (3.0)
ii: 9 (2.2) ii: 2 (3.5) i: 15 (3.0)

Lawn with Trees
Bench, Lanterns (3E) i: 21 (−2.5) ii: 86 (−2.3) i: 23 (−2.1)

Lawn with Trees
Bench, Lanterns, Sculpture (3F) ii: 35 (3.0)

Meadow without Trees
Bench (3G) ii: 14 (−2.1)

Meadow without Trees
Bench, Lanterns, Sculpture (3I)

i: 46 (2.8)
ii: 23 (2.8)

Meadow with Trees
Bench (3J) ii: 9 (−2.1)

Meadow with Trees
Bench, Lanterns, Sculpture (3L) i: 41 (−2.2) i: 30 (4.7)

ii: 16 (3.1) i: 23 (2.8) i: 32 (−2.9) i: 47 (4.1)
ii: 25 (2.5)
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In the Appendix A we present all the significant lawn areas (Table A1) and all the significant
meadow areas (Table A2) with respect to age, gender, people with children, students, and non-students.
Furthermore, we present all the significant lawn areas (Table A3) and all the significant meadow areas
(Table A4) with respect to faculties, commitment to nature conservation, and peoples’ self-perception.

4. Discussion

The overall goal of this study was to specify measurements that could be implemented to improve
the perception of extensively cultivated green spaces by the urban population. From the more practically
relevant view of urban planning, our survey aimed to determine whether (1) an acceptance stripe
could improve the perception or acceptance of natural meadows and whether (2) certain structural
elements could generate positive perception regardless of the type of green space. For these purposes,
we presented digitally manipulated urban landscape scenes to participants of a questionnaire and
related the responses to their sociodemographic data.

Generally, the encompassing value and meaning of a landscape for human beings depends on
perception [111] as the result of an ongoing subconscious mental interpretation of the characteristics of a
landscape, e.g., biodiversity, stage of development of the green space, total vegetation coverage [90], and
their effects on and interaction with so-called human factors [79,111–113]. These human factors include
the biological, social, cultural and personal dimensions on which the perception of the environment is
assessed [111,114]. Home et al. [115] showed that urban green spaces are mainly assessed on biological
and social dimensions [111]. Well-developed theories about the universal (biological-evolutionary)
dimension refer to habitat theories that postulate a common neurophysiological basis of the experience
of landscape leading to a generally similar impression of structures and elements by humans on a
global scale [101,111,114,116–121]. Whereas preferences of the biological dimension are inherited, the
social dimension (including aspects such as sense of place, familiarity, profession, and interests) must
also be considered [111]. Certain structures and elements of a landscape seem to be experienced in
a similar way within cultures and social groups, especially if the landscape is assessed on a larger
scale [111,116,122–124]. The smaller this scale, the more differentiated the different social groups are
with respect to their landscape perception [111].

A landscape can have quite diverse values and meanings (e.g., recreation, utilization, or economic
area) for different social groups depending on their social background [111]. Therefore, social groups
have to be properly identified in questionnaires concerning landscape perception in order to attain
a more complete picture of their respective green space use. Since the perception and utility of
nature depend at least as much on lifestyle and value orientation [77], such as pro-environmental
attitudes [1,8,78,125], as they do on social background, demographic data should be extended by the
evaluation of milieu affiliation [77]. Thus, a more differentiated explanation of individual attitudes,
behavioral patterns, and connections in relation to nature can be attained [77].

In the following, we discuss our results with respect to the socio-demographic groups. This is
followed by the consideration of the overall setting, with an assessment of the preference for green spaces
in the context of buildings and structural elements. Moreover, we examine the multidimensionality of
assessing landscapes and the viewing perspective (angle, distance) from which a site is perceived. Our
major practical results concern the preference for green spaces in the context of the presence or absence
of an acceptance stripe and of structural elements such as benches or sculptures, enabling us finally to
suggest practical measures for urban planners and green space managers.

4.1. Peoples’ Self-Perception

The classification of the participants as "country" versus "city" types is based on their background
with respect to their actual place of residence (possibly connected to cultural influences) and/or
their social dimension. Since both geographic and cultural contexts have an influence on landscape
preference [22,126–128], both should be considered in the context of green space design.
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In our study, lawn scenarios were preferred by “city types”, a result possibly arising because lawns
are one of the most prevailing types of urban green spaces in temperate regions [1,24,46,48,49,94,129,130].
However, consideration of the social dimension is important in order to determine the significant
reason(s) for lawn preference, e.g., restorative relaxation effect (e.g., [24]), aesthetics (e.g., [75]), and/or
utilization. For example, even if an individual appreciates nature, his or her interest in utilization
might overweigh all other aspects [75]. Thus, although lawns might not be valued positively, they may
answer other functional demands [8]. In other cases in which the relevant space is not required for
utilization, and in which nature is valued positively, the urban natural space might merely require
some cues of care, i.e., visible indications of human maintenance [9,24,102,131–133]. This is supported
by our finding that the meadow scenario was positively evaluated by “city types” once it had an
acceptance stripe (Table A4). Such acceptance stripes should be complemented by information boards
that explain the ecological value of the management measures undertaken [75].

Our finding of a rejection of a lawn scenario by “country types” (Table A3) is not unusual. It
corresponds to the finding that people tend to be more open towards conservation issues when they
live more closely in contact with nature during their lifetime [41,87,134,135]. This is probably the case
for the "country types" in our study.

4.2. Commitment to Nature Conservation

Participants who stated some form of commitment to nature conservation were, as expected,
in favor of meadow scenarios, whereas they rejected lawn scenarios. In contrast, participants who
were not involved in nature conservation preferred lawn scenarios and rejected meadow scenarios
(Tables A3 and A4).

Participants who state some form of commitment to nature conservation probably have stronger
ties to nature. Such closeness to nature can result, for example, from experiences of the natural
world during childhood [22,136,137]. Several studies have confirmed that urban biodiversity is more
appreciated by people who have a stronger connection to nature [1,22,87,138].

Furthermore, the professional background of the participants of our questionnaire needs to
be considered, since experts and laypeople evaluate the meanings and values of urban nature
differently [22,24,93,111,117,139,140]. Fischer et al. [22] found that green experts appreciate plant
species richness more than non-experts. Moreover, Hoyle et al. [24] showed that experts experience
restorative relaxation to a lesser extent than non-professionals when in contact with nature. This needs
to be taken into account by the planners of functional demand-orientated green space design.

4.3. Non-Students

In our study, non-students preferred meadow scenarios and rejected scenarios with lawns,
unnatural green spaces, and acceptance stripes (Tables A1 and A2). According to BMU
(Bundesministerium für Umwelt—the Federal Ministry for the Environment) [77], the use, meaning,
and value of urban green spaces are generally linked to education, income, and social milieu.

Half of the non-students in our study were research associates; the other half were non-academic
staff whose educational background was not noted. Referring to research associates, BMU [77] found
that the willingness to contribute to biodiversity conservation was dependent on the degree of formal
education. However, BMU [77] also determined that people with a medium level of education attached
greater personal value to nature in the city than people with a high formal level of education. This
possibly explains the found preference for urban nature by the non-academic staff in our survey
(Tables A1 and A2).

Another explanation with respect to income was suggested by studies on environmental justice in
cities (cf., [141]). Since low-income households are generally under-resourced in terms of green or even
open spaces in their environment [23,77], urban green spaces are a crucial resource for these groups in
terms of recreation and restorative effects [77]. Hence, the conservation of urban biodiversity plays an
important role for the quality of life, in particular for marginalized individuals, and contributes to
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their social integration [77,142]. According to BMU [77], for people with a high household income,
urban biodiversity has an important function in terms of the market value of land and buildings.
Furthermore, neighborhoods in which a higher household income is the norm have a greater diversity
of plants or total vegetation coverage, an aspect assigned to a ‘luxury effect’ [22,102,143–145].

Generally, well-situated milieus seem to show a stronger consciousness of nature than socially
disadvantaged milieus [77].

The rejection of the unnatural green space by non-students in our study might be related to the
effect of the seed mixture with especially bright flowers on the viewer. The suggestion has been made
that planting experienced as strongly appealing may result in ‘arousal’, whereas ‘deactivation’ and
eventually restorative relaxation might arise in response to a quieter planting style [24]. The highest
aesthetic estimation of planting was found for colorful vegetation above a certain threshold of total
flower coverage [24]. In comparison, a low aesthetic effect was experienced for vegetation with lower
total flower coverage (2–9%), although the greatest restorative relaxation effect was found for this
scenario [24].

The comprehension of human preferences with respect to different landscape stimuli might resolve
the sometimes contradictory evidence (e.g., [146,147]) with regard to the interrelation between aesthetic
preference, restorative relaxation effect, and well-being [24]. Even though the aesthetic perception of the
vegetation can have an influence on mood [24], restorative relaxation and well-being seem to depend
more on factors such as demographic data including household income and employment [24]. These
factors have been found to exert a substantial influence on mental distress and well-being [24,148,149].

4.4. Students

Students preferred lawns and rejected meadow scenarios (Tables A1 and A2). This is in agreement
with BMU [77]: for formally highly educated people, urban nature does not have such high personal
meaning, and their access to nature in as many parts of the city as possible is mentioned less often as
being important. However, a more differentiated assessment was obtained with regard to the separate
faculties of the university (see below).

4.5. Faculties

We are not aware of any previous research that has considered the assignment of academic
respondents to their different faculties. In the following, we compare the assessments of the students
with regard to the various faculties to which they belong with the assessment of the “general”
student category.

In our study, the assessment of the student members of the Medicine and Economic Sciences
faculties did not differ from the "general" student category, since they preferred lawn scenarios
and rejected a meadow scenario. The student members of the Humanities faculty showed only
preferences for lawn scenarios and did not reject any of the presented scenarios (Table A3). In the
Law faculty, even though the students preferred lawn scenarios, they also appreciated a scenario
with a meadow. Students of the Theology faculty preferred either a lawn scenario or a meadow
scenario (Tables A3 and A4). In the Social Sciences faculty, students preferred the unnatural green
space scenario and rejected lawn scenarios (Tables A3 and A4). Previous studies have indicated that
flowers can evoke strong positive emotions [24,150], and many studies have revealed a preference
for colorful flowers in various landscape contexts (e.g., [30,79,85,87,97,151,152]). The appreciation of
colorful flowers has also been associated with evolutionary theory [24,85,152], since flowers indicate a
rich environment [24,85,94,133,152,153] and serve as cues of care, i.e., visible indicators that some form
of human maintenance has been performed on these sites [24,94,133,153].

An opposing assessment as compared with the "general" student category was shown by the
student members of the Natural Sciences faculty, who preferred a meadow scenario and rejected lawn
scenarios (Tables A3 and A4). Similar to those active in nature conservation, this faculty might have
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a stronger connection to nature and/or the students might possess a different level of knowledge
regarding care concepts for nature conservation compared with the other faculties.

4.6. Age

Although BMU [77] found that people under 30 years (18–29 years) showed a greater knowledge
of biodiversity than older people, younger people attached greater value to urban nature than older
ones only with respect to exercise and sports activities. Additionally, hay fever is more common in
people under 40 years old in comparison with older generations [154]. These results are in agreement
with those of our study, in which younger participants (0–20-year-olds and 20–40-year-olds) rejected
meadow scenarios, with the youngest participants additionally preferring lawn scenarios.

As mentioned above, BMU [77] revealed that younger people attached a lower value to urban
nature than older generations, especially those aged 50 and over. This study also found a strong
preference for nature in the city among 50- to 65-year-olds. Our results agree with this, since the older
participants (40–60-year-olds and ≥60-year-olds) generally preferred meadow scenarios and rejected
lawn scenarios, although one of these scenarios with an additional sculpture was appreciated by 40- to
60-year-old people only.

4.7. Family Status

People with children preferred meadow scenarios and rejected lawn scenarios (Tables A1 and A2).
This is in accordance with BMU [77], which showed that >90% of the participants attached crucial
significance to bringing nature closer to their children during their upbringing.

4.8. Gender

In our study, women rejected lawn scenarios. This agrees with the findings of BMU [77], which
showed that women (in comparison to men) are often more sensitive to the plight of nature and
strongly encourage principles of sustainability. Nevertheless, in our study, women had no preference
for the various meadow scenarios, although BMU [77] found that nature in the city is more valuable
for women than for men.

While, in our study, men indeed mostly preferred lawn scenarios (Table A1), they also preferred
one scenario with a meadow (Table A2). In addition, they rejected both a meadow and a lawn scenario,
demonstrating that demographic affiliation is not the only significant factor here. As perception
is a combination of human factors and the physical characteristics of a scenario [79,111–113], the
overall setting always has to be taken into account, i.e., the evaluation of a landscape is context-
dependent [9,22,91,98,133,155–157].

4.9. Importance of the Overall Setting of the Urban Green Area

Our study did not test any preferences for different periods of the year, since it only presented
scenarios depicting the growing season.

With reference to the context of green spaces in front of buildings, the observed preference or
rejection of green spaces in combination with a corresponding asphalt content is of interest for future
research, especially in view of the partly opposing preferences shown by our demographic groups. The
results might help to specify ways to employ a green space in front of a building (e.g., a lawn with a
large forecourt). Our participants partly appreciated different forecourt sizes as a background scenario,
e.g., a meadow with a large forecourt and a pathway. This shows that some scope exists to implement
public green spaces with respect to the different demographic groups. A more differentiated evaluation
of the demographic groups is thus needed. Of particular interest are the cases in which an existing
preference for lawns could be changed in a way that resulted in an additional preference for a meadow
(as shown by “city types”, members of the Theology faculty, members of the Law faculty, and men).
These cases indicate that the acceptability of nature in urban areas can be increased by modifying the
respective environment. In the case of “city types”, this can be achieved through an acceptance stripe.
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We found that the evaluation of a landscape is dependent on the context, since some background
scenarios were rejected in one composition but preferred in another. For example, the positive way
in which the 40- to 60-year-old cohort regarded the lawn scenario in combination with a sculpture
(Table A1) shows that a compromise can be achieved in terms of the shared use of open public green
spaces by different social groups. If a lawn is desired by most of the population at a particular location
for a particular purpose (e.g., barbecue, sports activities, relaxation), the employment of a sculpture
might provide an additional positive aspect for a green space type that would otherwise be rejected.
Daniels et al. [8] pointed out that no structural element is significant or insignificant by itself, but that
each element needs to be considered from a specific aspect, i.e., ecological, (micro)climatic, or social.
The specific design and the characteristics (artificial/natural) of the respective structural element must
however be taken into account [1,8,139,158,159]. For instance, an artificial element might have a high
social value but, at the same time, be of low ecological importance [8]. This supports the need for the
multidimensional assessment [8,160] of the various aspects (ecological, microclimatic, social) provided
by a structural element [8].

For urban green area planning, the multifunctionality of the whole site must be
considered [8,41,160–163] with regard to ecological, climatic, and social aspects [8,163]. The purpose
(e.g., recreation, socializing) for which the green place is to be used must be differentiated [8].
Accordingly, all the green spaces of a city should be evaluated regarding their intended use
by its citizens. This implies heterogeneous measures that consider biodiversity in addition to
ecosystem services [90,164,165], while also providing a usable green space usable for the urban
population [7,9,22,126,166,167]. For instance, a natural meadow would not remain a frequently visited
sunbathing area in a park, whereas a lawn would fulfill this function much better [8].

Furthermore, the perspective from which a site is viewed also seems to be important. Studies
that are based on the evaluation of images taken from diverse angles, distances, and viewing
perspectives have indicated that these overall setting factors affect the overall results of landscape
assessment [1,75,90,168–170]. However, the ways in which observations from different perspectives
influence the perception of an individual location remain unclear [90]. Software such as the “Virtual
Garden Planner” suggested by Shwartz et al. [138] offer possibilities for the detailed designing of
relevant scenarios [8].

The strategy of zoning suggested by Borgström et al. [171] prioritizes the implementation of
different objectives at different sites [8]. This approach can help to establish meadows in areas where
no lawns or intensively managed green spaces are necessary for the population. In addition, unused
spaces (bare or mown), such as courtyards, peripheral areas, flat roofs, tramways, transmission line
rights-of-way, and even vertical structures (e.g., walls), can be designed in a more biodiversity-friendly
fashion [3,23,90]. Other measures can enhance biodiversity, for instance, the use of seeds from a
regional gene pool [90,172]. Moreover, a consensus regarding the amount of structures (with ecological
and climatic qualities) and structural elements should occur during urban planning in order to increase
urban green space sustainability [8].

In agreement with Daniels et al. [8], we suggest a hybrid concept for the design of urban green
spaces that applies the above-mentioned multidimensional assessment and zoning approaches. This
concept requires communication with citizens so that both a demand-orientated green space can be
offered (i.e., appropriate weighting of the various aspects (ecological, climatic, social) [8]) and an
increase in biodiversity can be implemented at the same time. Ecologically valuable environments will
only receive more support and thus become more sustainable if they elicit both joy and acceptance in
the urban population [46,79,173].

5. Conclusions

Our survey has revealed that for “city types”, a preference for natural meadows in a medium
sized city such as Tübingen (southwest Germany) can be achieved through an acceptance stripe, i.e.,
mowed stripes only at the margins around an actual natural green space. Since urban areas contain
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more than half of the global human population [41,174,175], and since these numbers are strongly
increasing [176], this is an important issue and a promising starting point for improving biodiversity
in cities. Such acceptance stripes should be complemented by information boards that explain the
ecological value of the management measures undertaken. A strategy of zoning that takes into account
different objectives at different sites would foster more biodiversity in areas that are not heavily utilized
in the form of lawns. This requires good communication of the biodiversity measures to the citizens,
with special reference to the intended extensification of urban green space. Whereas 40- to 60-year-olds
consistently rejected intensely maintained lawns in the present study, their perception was positive if
the lawn occurred in combination with a sculpture. This example shows that compromises for various
usage requirements are attainable. In general, such compromise solutions can be achieved by the
multidimensional assessment of urban green space, together with the consideration of various criteria
(ecological, microclimatic, and social). This requires an ongoing evaluation of all management concepts
(e.g., acceptance stripes) and structural elements that are planned during urban green maintenance.
The importance of involving a social perspective in the form of citizen participation has been pointed
out (e.g., [8,78,87,139,177–182]), because people will not protect and sustain landscapes that they do not
value and enjoy [91,173]. Therefore, urban green spaces should ideally be designed in close cooperation
with the relevant citizens [8,183,184]. In principle, each space must be evaluated for its advantages
within the framework of the residents’ needs [9]. After all, the positive perception of the population is
ultimately the decisive factor.

Further research is needed with respect to landscape preference and its different aspects for
different social groups. This knowledge must then be used to develop communication strategies that
explain to the general public the ecological value of extensification measures that are required in order
to implement nature conservation in the city.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Table of all the presented lawn areas that were significant with respect to age, gender, people with children, students, and non-students. The table presents
the number of choices for a certain green space by the respective sociodemographic group (standardized residuals in brackets). Whereas a positive residual indicates
that the scenario was appreciated by the relevant demographic group (bold type), a negative residual indicates that the scenario was disliked (normal typeface).
Question 3 was divided into four sub-questions; each picture was presented twice as two separate questions: the results of (i) the first sub-question are shown in the
upper line; results of (ii) the second sub-question in the lower line.

Age Gender Has
Children Student

I. III. IV. Male Female Yes Yes No

Lawn (1H) 29 (3.0)
Lawn,

Large Forecourt (2.1G) 10 (−2.9) 71 (3.6) 77 (−2.4) 13 (−2.3) 123 (2.4) 25 (−3.4)

Lawn,
Small Forecourt (2.1H) 30 (4.0) 14 (−2.9) 82 (3.3) 98 (−2.2) 38 (−2.8)

Lawn,
Pathway (2.1I) 11 (−2.3)

Lawn,
Pathway (2.2I) 72 (−3.1) 165 (−2.8)

Lawn,
Large Forecourt (2.3G) 46 (−2.1) 156 (3.4) 218 (−2.4) 45 (−2.1) 290 (2.4) 86 (−3.4)

Lawn,
Small Forecourt (2.3H) 6 (−3.1) 171 (−2.3)

Lawn,
Pathway (2.3I) 40 (−4.8)

Lawn without Trees
Bench (3A) ii: 10 (3.4)

Lawn without Trees
Bench, Lanterns (3B)

i: 1 (−2.4)
ii: 1 (−2.1) i: 5 (−2.5)

Lawn without Trees
Bench, Lanterns, Sculpture (3C)

i: 21 (3.0)
ii: 9 (2.2)

Lawn with Trees
Bench, Lanterns (3E) i: 21 (−2.5) ii: 86 (−2.3) i: 23 (−2.1)

Lawn with Trees
Bench, Lanterns, Sculpture (3F) ii: 35 (3.0)
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Table A2. Table of all the presented meadow areas that were significant with respect to age, gender, people with children, students, and non-students. The table
presents the number of choices for a certain green space by the respective sociodemographic group (standardized residuals in brackets). Whereas a positive residual
indicates that the scenario was appreciated by the relevant demographic group (bold type), a negative residual indicates that the scenario was disliked (normal
typeface). Question 3 was divided into four sub-questions; each picture was presented twice as two separate questions: the results of (i) the first sub-question are
shown in the upper line; results of (ii) the second sub-question in the lower line.

Age Gender Has Children Student

I. II. III. IV. Male Female Yes Yes No

Unnatural Green Space
with an Acceptance Stripe (1E) 7 (−2.5)

Meadow with an Acceptance Stripe,
Pathway (2.1F) 109 (−2.2)

Meadow,
Small Forecourt (2.2B) 82 (2.4)

Meadow,
Pathway (2.2C) 66 (4.5) 57 (3.1) 126 (−2.3) 105 (3.3)

Meadow with an Acceptance Stripe,
Large Forecourt (2.2D) 6 (−2.3)

Meadow,
Small Forecourt (2.3B) 109 (−2.7) 60 (4.9) 13 (2.9) 55 (4.2) 99 (−2.7) 94 (3.8)

Meadow,
Pathway (2.3C) 47 (2.2) 13 (2.7) 84 (2.3) 85 (2.1)

Meadow with an Acceptance Stripe,
Large Forecourt (2.3D) 44 (2.4)

Meadow with an Acceptance Stripe,
Small Forecourt (2.3E) 13 (2.2)

Meadow without Trees
Bench (3G) ii: 14 (−2.1)

Meadow without Trees
Bench, Lanterns, Sculpture (3I)

i: 46 (2.8)
ii: 23 (2.8)

Meadow with Trees
Bench (3J) ii: 9 (−2.1)

Meadow with Trees
Bench, Lanterns, Sculpture (3L)

i: 41 (−2.2) i: 30 (4.7)
ii: 16 (3.1)

i: 23 (2.8) i: 32 (−2.9) i: 47 (4.1)
ii: 25 (2.5)
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Table A3. Table of the all presented lawn areas that were significant with respect to faculties, commitment to nature conservation, and peoples’ self-perception. The
table presents the number of choices for a certain green space by the respective sociodemographic group (standardized residuals in brackets). Whereas a positive
residual indicates that the scenario was appreciated by the relevant demographic group (bold type), a negative residual indicates that the scenario was disliked
(normal typeface). Question 3 was divided into four sub-questions; each picture was presented twice as two separate questions: the results of (i) the first sub-question
are shown in the upper line; results of (ii) the second sub-question in the lower line.

Faculty Commitment to Conservation Self-Perception

I. II. III. IV. V. VI. VII. Yes No Country Type City Type

Lawn (1G) 10 (2.4) 10 (−2.1)
Lawn (1H) 4 (2.2) 15 (−2.5) 37 (2.7)

Lawn,
Large Forecourt (2.1G) 14 (5.0) 33 (−2.5) 73 (2.7)

Lawn,
Small Forecourt (2.1H) 15 (3.5) 72 (−2.5) 108 (2.8)

Lawn,
Pathway (2.1I) 38 (2.1) 47 (−2.7) 82 (3.0)

Lawn,
Large Forecourt (2.2G) 8 (2.8) 56 (−2.4) 86 (2.5) 68 (−2.2) 68 (2.3)

Lawn,
Small Forecourt (2.2H) 49 (2.7) 19 (−2.1) 219 (−2.5) 260 (2.7)

Lawn,
Pathway (2.2I) 294 (−2.2) 324 (2.4)

Lawn,
Large Forecourt (2.3G) 16 (2.3) 15 (−2.4) 156 (−3.1) 214 (3.4)

Lawn,
Small Forecourt (2.3H) 302 (−2.4) 338 (2.5)

Lawn,
Pathway (2.3I) 122 (−2.2) 231 (−2.4) 269 (2.5)

Lawn without Trees
Bench (3A) i: 5 (2.7)

Lawn without Trees
Bench, Lanterns (3B) ii: 5 (3.8)

i: 4 (2.5)

Lawn without Trees
Bench, Lanterns, Sculpture (3C) ii: 2 (3.5)

i: 15 (3.0)
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Table A4. Table of all the presented meadow areas that were significant with respect to faculties, commitment to nature conservation, and peoples’ self-perception.
The table presents the number of choices for a certain green space by the respective sociodemographic group (standardized residuals in brackets). Whereas a positive
residual indicates that the scenario was appreciated by the relevant demographic group (bold type), a negative residual indicates that the scenario was disliked
(normal typeface).

Faculty Commitment to Conservation Self-Perception

I. II. III. V. VI. VII. Yes No City Type

Unnatural Green Space (1F) 30 (2.1)
Meadow,

Small Forecourt (2.1B) 198 (−2.1)

Meadow,
Large Forecourt (2.2A) 4 (3.1)

Meadow,
Small Forecourt (2.2B) 127 (2.4) 63 (−2.6)

Meadow,
Pathway 2.2C) 160 (3.2) 71 (−3.4)

Meadow with an Acceptance Stripe,
Small Forecourt (2.2E) 17 (2.3)

Meadow with an Acceptance Stripe,
Pathway (2.2F) 336 (3.1) 189 (−3.3)

Meadow,
Large Forecourt (2.3A) 100 (2.2) 49 (−2.3)

Meadow,
Small Forecourt (2.3B) 49 (−2.5)

Meadow,
Pathway (2.3C) 5 (−2.2) 67 (2.3) 141 (2.8) 66 (−3.0)

Meadow with an Acceptance Stripe,
Small Forecourt (2.3E) 1 (−2.1) 74 (2.1) 148 (2.1) 84 (−2.2) 103 (2.1)

Meadow with an Acceptance Stripe,
Pathway (2.3F) 96 (−2.1)
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Appendix B

Table A5. Photo usage and details of Question 1.

Natural Meadow (A and B) Natural Meadow (C and D) Unnatural Meadow (E and F) Lawn (G) Lawn (H)

Scenario Shooting date:
1 June 2015

Shooting date:
7 June 2012

Shooting date:
20 July 2015

Shooting date:
7 June 2012

Shooting date:
20 July 2015

Camera:
Canon Power Shot A2200

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix Z33WP

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix Z33WP

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Focal length:
5 mm

Focal length:
6 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
6 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Image of Green Space Shooting date:
1 June 2015

Shooting date:
7 June 2012

Shooting date:
20 July 2015

Shooting date:
19 October 2015

Shooting date:
19 October 2015

Camera:
Canon Power Shot A2200

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix Z33WP

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Focal length:
5 mm

Focal length:
6 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
32 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Additionally Used
Image of Green Space

Shooting date:
7-June-2014

Camera:
Leica V-LUX1
Focal length:

7 mm

Acceptance Stripe Shooting date:
19-October-2015

Shooting date:
19-October-2015

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Focal length:
32 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Pathway Shooting date:
8 July 2015

Shooting date:
8 July 2015

Shooting date:
13 January 2013

Shooting date:
8 July 2015

Shooting date:
13 January 2013

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix JX350

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix JX350

Focal length:
35 mm

Focal length:
35 mm

Focal length:
5 mm

Focal length:
35 mm

Focal length:
5 mm

Background Merging Shooting date:
18 October 2015

Shooting date:
18 October 2015

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm
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Table A6. Photo usage and details of Question 2.1.

Meadow (A, B, C) Meadow Mowed Margin (D, E, F) Lawn (G, H, I)

Scenario Shooting date:
19 November 2015

Shooting date:
19 November 2015

Shooting date:
19 November 2015

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Image of Green Space Shooting date:
7 June 2014

Shooting date:
7 June 2014

Shooting date:
19 October 2015

Camera:
Leica V-LUX1

Camera:
Leica V-LUX1

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Focal length:
16 mm

Focal length:
16 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Additionally Used Image of Green
Space

Shooting date:
7-June-2014

Shooting date:
7-June-2014

Camera:
Leica V-LUX1

Camera:
Leica V-LUX1

Focal length:
12 mm

Focal length:
16 mm

Acceptance Stripe Shooting date:
19 October 2015

Camera:
Nikon D5100
Focal length:

18 mm

Background merging Shooting date:
23 April 2015

Shooting date:
23 April 2015

Shooting date:
23 April 2015

Camera:
Samsung
GT-I8160

Camera:
Samsung
GT-I8160

Camera:
Samsung
GT-I8160

Focal length:
4 mm

Focal length:
4 mm

Focal length:
4 mm
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Table A7. Photo usage and details of Question 2.2.

Meadow (A) Meadow(B and C) Meadow Mowed Margin (D and E) Meadow Mowed Margin (F) Lawn (G) Lawn (H and I)

Scenario Shooting date:
17 October 2015

Shooting date:
17 October 2015

Shooting date:
17 October 2015

Shooting date:
17 October 2015

Shooting date:
17 October 2015

Shooting date:
17 October 2015

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Image of Green
Space

Shooting date:
1 August 2012

Shooting date:
1 August 2012

Shooting date:
1 August 2012

Shooting date:
1 August 2012

Shooting date:
19 October 2015

Shooting date:
19 October 2015

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix JX350

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix JX350

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix JX350

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix JX350

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Focal length:
5 mm

Focal length:
5 mm

Focal length:
5 mm

Focal length:
5 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Additionally Used
Image of Green

Space

Shooting date:
1 August 2012

Shooting date:
1 August 2012

Shooting date:
1 August 2012

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix JX350

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix JX350

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix JX350

Focal length:
5 mm

Focal length:
5 mm

Focal length:
5 mm

Acceptance
Stripe

Shooting date:
19 October 2015

Shooting date:
19 October 2015

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Background
Merging

Shooting date:
30 January 2016

Shooting date:
30 January 2016

Shooting date:
30 January 2016

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm
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Table A8. Photo usage and details of Question 2.3.

Meadow (A, B, C) Meadow Mowed Margin (D, E, F) Lawn (G, H, I)

Scenario Shooting date:
17 October 2015

Shooting date:
17 October 2015

Shooting date:
17 October 2015

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Image of Green Space Shooting date:
1 August 2012

Shooting date:
1 August 2012

Shooting date:
19 October 2015

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix JX350

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix JX350

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Focal length:
14 mm

Focal length:
14 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Acceptance Stripe Shooting date:
19 October 2015

Camera:
Nikon D5100
Focal length:

18 mm
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Table A9. Photo usage and details of Question 3.

Lawn without Trees (A, B, C) Lawn with Trees (D, E, F) Meadow without Trees (G, H, I) Meadow with Trees (J, K, L)

Scenario Shooting date:
2 May 2010

Shooting date:
25 April 2010

Shooting date:
17 May 2012

Shooting date:
26 May 2010

Camera:
Panasonic DMC-FX55

Camera:
Canon EOS 5D

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix JX350

Camera:
Panasonic DMC-TZ5

Focal length:
5 mm

Focal length:
12 mm

Focal length:
5 mm

Focal length:
5 mm

Image of Green Space Shooting date:
2 May 2010

Shooting date:
25 April 2010

Shooting date:
17 May 2012

Shooting date:
6 June 2013

Camera:
Panasonic DMC-FX55

Camera:
Canon EOS 5D

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix JX350

Camera:
N/A

Focal length:
5 mm

Focal length:
12 mm

Focal length:
5 mm

Focal length:
N/A

Additionally Used Image of Green Space Shooting date:
2 May 2010

Shooting date:
19 October 2015

Camera:
Panasonic DMC-FX55

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Focal length:
5 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Bench Shooting date:
30 October 2015

Shooting date:
30 October 2015

Shooting date:
30 October 2015

Shooting date:
18 October 2015

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
55 mm

Lanterns Shooting date:
13 June 2010

FreeImages.com/
sue anna joe

Shooting date:
27 October 2007

FreeImages.com/
sue anna joe

Shooting date:
27 October 2007

Shooting date:
13 June 2010

Camera:
Canon Power Shot A610

Camera:
Canon Power Shot A530

Camera:
Canon Power Shot A530

Camera:
Canon Power Shot A610

Focal length:
7 mm

Focal length:
12 mm

Focal length:
12 mm

Focal length:
7 mm

Sculpture Shooting date:
24 October 2015

Shooting date:
24 October 2015

Shooting date:
24 October 2015

Shooting date:
24 October 2015

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Camera:
Nikon D5100

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Focal length:
18 mm

Background Merging Shooting date:
13 January 2013

Camera:
FUJIFILM FinePix JX350

Focal length:
5 mm

FreeImages.com/
FreeImages.com/
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Kabisch, N.; Karle, S.J.; et al. Recreational ecosystem services in European cities: Sociocultural and
geographical contexts matter for park use. Ecosyst. Serv. 2018, 31, 455–467. [CrossRef]

127. Lindemann-Matthies, P. Perception of plant species richness by people with different nationalities—An
experimental study. Landsc. Res. 2017, 42, 482–497. [CrossRef]

128. Botzat, A.; Fischer, L.K.; Kowarik, I. Unexploited opportunities in understanding liveable and biodiverse
cities. A review on urban biodiversity perception and valuation. Glob. Environ. Chang. 2016, 39, 220–233.
[CrossRef]

129. Jorgensen, A.; Hitchmough, J.; Dunnett, N. Woodland as a setting for housing—Appreciation and fear and
the contribution to residential satisfaction and place identity in Warrington New Town, UK. Landsc. Urban
Plan. 2007, 79, 273–287. [CrossRef]

130. Jorgensen, A.; Hitchmough, J.; Calvert, T. Woodland spaces and edges: Their impact on perception of safety
and preference. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2002, 60, 135–150. [CrossRef]

131. Hunter, M.R.; Hunter, M.D. Designing for conservation of insects in the built environment. Insect Conserv.
Divers. 2008, 1, 189–196. [CrossRef]

132. Kaplan, R. Employees’ reactions to nearby nature at their workplace: The wild and the tame. Landsc. Urban
Plan. 2007, 82, 17–24. [CrossRef]

133. Nassauer, J.I. Messy ecosystems, orderly frames. Landsc. J. 1995, 14, 161–170. [CrossRef]
134. Lindemann-Matthies, P.; Bose, E. How many species are there? Public understanding and awareness of

biodiversity in Switzerland. Hum. Ecol. 2008, 36, 731–742. [CrossRef]
135. Tanner, T. Significant life experiences: A new research area in environmental education. J. Environ. Educ.

1980, 11, 20–24. [CrossRef]
136. Colléony, A.; Prévot, A.-C.; Saint Jalme, M.; Clayton, S. What kind of landscape management can counteract

the extinction of experience? Landsc. Urban Plan. 2017, 159, 23–31. [CrossRef]
137. Wells, N.M.; Lekies, K.S. Nature and the life course: Pathways from childhood nature experiences to adult

environmentalism. Child. Youth Environ. 2006, 16, 1–24.
138. Shwartz, A.; Cheval, H.; Simon, L.; Julliard, R. Virtual garden computer program for use in exploring the

elements of biodiversity people want in cities. Conserv. Biol. 2013, 27, 876–886. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
139. Hofmann, M.; Westermann, J.R.; Kowarik, I.; Van der Meer, E. Perceptions of parks and urban derelict land

by landscape planners and residents. Urban For. Urban Green. 2012, 11, 303–312. [CrossRef]
140. Todorova, A.; Asakawa, S.; Aikoh, T. Preferences for and attitudes towards street flowers and trees in

Sapporo, Japan. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2004, 69, 403–416. [CrossRef]
141. Klimeczek, H.J. Umweltgerechtigkeit im Land Berlin–Zur methodischen Entwicklung des zweistufigen

Berliner Umweltgerechtigkeitsmonitorings. UMID 2014, 2, 16–22. (In German)
142. Claßen, T.; Heiler, A.; Brei, B.; Hornberg, C. Stadtgrün und Gesundheit–ein Beitrag zur Debatte um soziale

und räumliche Ungleichheit. UMID 2011, 2, 100–104. (In German)
143. Lubbe, C.S.; Siebert, S.J.; Cilliers, S.S. Political legacy of South Africa affects the plant diversity patterns of

urban domestic gardens along a socio-economic gradient. Sci. Res. Essays 2010, 5, 2900–2910.
144. Martin, C.A.; Warren, P.S.; Kinzig, A.P. Neighborhood socioeconomic status is a useful predictor of perennial

landscape vegetation in residential neighborhoods and embedded small parks of Phoenix, AZ. Landsc. Urban
Plan. 2004, 69, 355–368. [CrossRef]

145. Hope, D.; Gries, C.; Zhu, W.; Fagan, W.F.; Redman, C.L.; Grimm, N.B.; Nelson, A.L.; Martin, C.; Kinzig, A.
Socioeconomics drive urban plant diversity. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2003, 100, 8788–8792. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1659/mrd.0952
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0169-2046(95)93251-J
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2012.06.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2018.01.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01426397.2017.1305343
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2016.04.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2006.02.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(02)00052-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-4598.2008.00024.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2007.01.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.3368/lj.14.2.161
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10745-008-9194-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00958964.1980.9941386
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.11.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12057
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23646997
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2012.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2003.11.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2003.10.034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1537557100


Urban Sci. 2020, 4, 9 38 of 39

146. Martens, D.; Gutscher, H.; Bauer, N. Walking in ’wild’ and ‘tended’ urban forests: The impact on psychological
well-being. J. Environ. Psychol. 2011, 31, 36–44. [CrossRef]

147. Purcell, T.; Peron, E.; Berto, R. Why do preferences differ between scene types? Environ. Behav. 2001, 33,
93–106. [CrossRef]

148. Huynh, Q.; Craig, W.; Janssen, I.; Pickett, W. Exposure to public natural space as a protective factor for
emotional well-being among young people in Canada. BMC Public Health 2013, 13, 407. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

149. White, M.P.; Alcock, I.; Wheeler, B.W.; Depledge, M.H. Would you be happier living in a greener urban area?
A fixed-effects analysis of panel data. Psychol. Sci. 2013, 24, 920–928. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

150. Haviland-Jones, J.; Rosario, H.H.; Wilson, P.; McGuire, T.R. An environmental approach to positive emotion:
Flowers. Evol. Psychol. 2005, 3, 104–132. [CrossRef]

151. Lindemann-Matthies, P. ‘Loveable’mammals and ‘lifeless’ plants: How children’s interest in common local
organisms can be enhanced through observation of nature. Int. J. Sci. Educ. 2005, 27, 655–677. [CrossRef]

152. Heerwagen, J.H.; Orians, G.H. Humans, habitats, and aesthetics. In Biophilia Hypothesis; Kellert, S.R.,
Wilson, E.O., Eds.; Island Press: Washington, DC, USA, 1995; pp. 138–172.

153. Nassauer, J.I. The aesthetics of horticulture: Neatness as a form of care. HortScience 1988, 23, 973–977.
154. Robert-Koch-Institut. Lebenszeitprävalenz von Heuschnupfen in Deutschland nach Altersgruppe im Jahr 2011;

Statista, Inc.: New York, NY, USA, 2011. (In German)
155. Van Zanten, B.T.; Verburg, P.H.; Koetse, M.J.; van Beukering, P.J.H. Preferences for European agrarian

landscapes: A meta-analysis of case studies. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2014, 132, 89–101. [CrossRef]
156. Soliva, R.; Bolliger, J.; Hunziker, M. Differences in preferences towards potential future landscapes in the

Swiss Alps. Landsc. Res. 2010, 35, 671–696. [CrossRef]
157. Hunziker, M.; Felber, P.; Gehring, M.; Buchecker, M.; Bauer, N.; Kienast, F. Evaluation of landscape change

by different social groups. Mt. Res. Dev. 2008, 28, 140–148. [CrossRef]
158. Jankovska, I.; Straupe, I.; Panagopoulos, T. Naturalistic forest landscape in urban areas: Challenges and

solutions. In Proceedings of the 3rd WSEAS International Conference on Urban Planning and Transportation,
Corfu, Greece, 22–24 July 2010.

159. Jim, C.Y.; Chen, W.Y. Perception and attitude of residents toward urban green spaces in Guangzhou (China).
Environ. Manag. 2006, 38, 338–349. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

160. Luederitz, C.; Brink, E.; Gralla, F.; Hermelingmeier, V.; Meyer, M.; Niven, L.; Panzer, L.; Partelow, S.;
Rau, A.-L.; Sasaki, R. A review of urban ecosystem services: Six key challenges for future research. Ecosyst.
Serv. 2015, 14, 98–112. [CrossRef]

161. TEEB. TEEB Manual for Cities: Ecosystem Services in Urban Management. 2011. Available online:
www.teebweb.org (accessed on 1 November 2019).

162. James, P.; Tzoulas, K.; Adams, M.D.; Barber, A.; Box, J.; Breuste, J.; Elmqvist, T.; Frith, M.; Gordon, C.;
Greening, K.L. Towards an integrated understanding of green space in the European built environment.
Urban For. Urban Green. 2009, 8, 65–75. [CrossRef]

163. Gill, S.E.; Handley, J.F.; Ennos, A.R.; Pauleit, S. Adapting cities for climate change: The role of the green
infrastructure. Built Environ. 2007, 33, 115–133. [CrossRef]

164. O’Sullivan, O.S.; Holt, A.R.; Warren, P.H.; Evans, K.L. Optimising UK urban road verge contributions to
biodiversity and ecosystem services with cost-effective management. J. Environ. Manag. 2017, 191, 162–171.
[CrossRef]

165. Weber, F.; Kowarik, I.; Säumel, I. A walk on the wild side: Perceptions of roadside vegetation beyond trees.
Urban For. Urban Green. 2014, 13, 205–212. [CrossRef]

166. Aronson, M.F.; Lepczyk, C.A.; Evans, K.L.; Goddard, M.A.; Lerman, S.B.; Maclvor, J.S.; Nilon, C.H.; Vargo, T.
Biodiversity in the city: Key challenges for urban green space management. Front. Ecol. Environ. 2017, 15,
189–196. [CrossRef]

167. Vierikko, K.; Elands, B.; Niemela, J.; Andersson, E.; Buijs, A.; Fischer, L.K.; Haase, D.; Kabisch, N.; Kowarik, I.;
Luz, A.C. Considering the ways biocultural diversity helps enforce the urban green infrastructure in times of
urban transformation. Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain. 2016, 22, 7–12. [CrossRef]

168. Jiang, Y.; Yuan, T. Public perceptions and preferences for wildflower meadows in Beijing, China. Urban For.
Urban Green. 2017, 27, 324–331. [CrossRef]

169. Brun, M.; Di Pietro, F.; Bonthoux, S. Residents’ perceptions and valuations of urban wastelands are influenced
by vegetation structure. Urban For. Urban Green. 2018, 29, 393–403. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2010.11.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/00139160121972882
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-13-407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23627738
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797612464659
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23613211
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/147470490500300109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09500690500038116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2014.08.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01426397.2010.519436
http://dx.doi.org/10.1659/mrd.0952
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00267-005-0166-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16752045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2015.05.001
www.teebweb.org
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2009.02.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.2148/benv.33.1.115
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2016.12.062
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2013.10.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/fee.1480
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2017.02.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2017.07.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2017.01.005


Urban Sci. 2020, 4, 9 39 of 39

170. Mathey, J.; Arndt, T.; Banse, J.; Rink, D. Public perception of spontaneous vegetation on brownfields in urban
areas—Results from surveys in Dresden and Leipzig (Germany). Urban For. Urban Green. 2018, 29, 384–392.
[CrossRef]

171. Borgström, S.; Elmqvist, T.; Angelstam, P.; Alfsen-Norodom, C. Scale mismatches in management of urban
landscapes. Ecol. Soc. 2006, 11, 16. [CrossRef]

172. Valkó, O.; Deák, B.; Török, P.; Kirmer, A.; Tischew, S.; Kelemen, A.; Tóth, K.; Miglécz, T.; Radócz, S.; Sonkoly, J.
High-diversity sowing in establishment gaps: A promising new tool for enhancing grassland biodiversity.
Tuexenia 2016, 36, 359–378.

173. Nassauer, J.I. Cultural sustainability: Aligning aesthetics and ecology. In Placing Nature: Culture and Landscape
Ecology; Island Press: Washington, DC, USA, 1997; pp. 65–83.

174. BMZ. Perspektiven der Urbanisierung—Städte Nachhaltig Gestalten; BMZ-Informationsbroschüre 3,
Bundesministerium für Wirtschaftliche Zusammenarbeit und Entwicklung, Öffentlichkeits-, Informations-
und Bildungsarbeit: Berlin, Germany, 2014. (In German)

175. Wu, J. Urban sustainability: An inevitable goal of landscape research. Landsc. Ecol. 2010, 25, 1–4. [CrossRef]
176. Klugman, J. Human Development Report 2011. Sustainability and Equity: A Better Future for All.

UNDP-HDRO Human Development Reports. 2011. Available online: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?
abstract_id=2294671 (accessed on 6 February 2020).

177. Garritt, J. ‘Now Who Decided That?’: Experts and the public in biodiversity conservation. In Proceedings of
the PATH Conference, Edinburgh, Scotland, 4–7 June 2006.

178. Özgüner, H.; Kendle, A.D. Public attitudes towards naturalistic versus designed landscapes in the city of
Sheffield (UK). Landsc. Urban Plan. 2006, 74, 139–157. [CrossRef]
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