
32
 

 
 

 

Journal of Forestry vol.13, issue.2, p. 32-49  
Category: Research Article   

Journal of Forestry    
http://dergipark.gov.tr/journal/256/workflow/active

ISSN 2148-7855 (online), ISSN 2148-7871
Duzce University Forestry Faculty

Evaluation of Visual Landscape Quality of Interior Vertical Garden Plant 
Compositions

1 1

Özet

-güzel, 
-özgün, yapay- - estetik, 

güvensiz-güvenli, uyumsuz-uyumlu, fonksiyonel 
-

olarak

Anahtar Kelimeler: 

Received: 11 January 2017, Revised: 24 April 2017, 
Accepted: 23 May 2017
Address: 1Düzce Üniversitesi, Orman Fakültesi,

E-mail: engineroglu@duzce.edu.tr

Abstract

While migration from rural to urban areas make the 
former isolated, it has also transformed big cities into 
concrete jungles. Progessive increase in the number 
of concrete structures in the urban areas reduced the 
cities’ green cover, which meets the peoples’ 
obligatory needs.   Inspired by the plants growing on 
high slopes in the nature with a limited soil volume, 
vertical gardens have recently become a significant 
landscape practice. Vertical gardens make significant 
contributions to the interior environment in terms of 
air quality, heat and energy budget, presence of dust 
particles. In addition, vertical gardens are the natural 
structures that convey the user the feelings of space 
sensation, positive effect and aesthetics. In this study, 
the landscape quality of vertical gardens was 
examined in terms of visual evaluation variables. 
Vertical gardens are rated using comparative 
adjectives including ugly-beautiful, ordinary-
original, artificial-natural, aesthetic-unaesthetic, safe-
unsafe, incompatible-compatible, through which the 
features that need to be on the foreground of vertical 
gardens were identified. The naturalness, species 
number, diversity, size and color in the plant 
composition affect the visual perception. The user 
perception regarding these parameters relates to the 
gender, income level, education status, occupation 
and age.
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1.

konut ve

he

hissi, 

bir bitki 

.

, toplumsal 

orkmaz, 2013).

(Daniel ve Boster, 1976). Buna ek olarak Vining ve Stevens (1986), sembolik ve estetik 

rtirler. Görsel peyzaj 
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Wolverton et al. (1989), Wolverton (1993) Wolverton (1996), Orwel et al (2004)’den 

Epipremnum aureum ve 

Spathiphyllum

absorbe edilme konusunda Tradescantia zebrina ve Hedera helix bitkilerinin oldukça 

Ficus benjamina ve Anthurium

2016). 

mekan dikey 

2. Materyal ve Yöntem

iç mekan dikey bahçelerinin 
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1.

Büyüköztürk (2002)‘ye göre, literatürde özellikle faktörler güçlü ve belirgin 

enel bir kural olarak ise, grup 

edilmektedir.

tir. Anketlerin 80 adeti yüz yüze 

çirkin-güze -özgün, yapay- - -dinlendirici, 

- - -belirleyici, renksiz- -

- -her mekanda 

uy - estetik, güvensiz-güvenli, uyumsuz- uyumlu, fonksiyonel 

-
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-2, -1, 0, 1, 2 olmak üzere 

-

-2, -1, 0, 

1,

Carry (1974), Kaplan (1979) ile Amir ve Sabol (1990)’a göre, toplumun her hangi 

, Skyteam Lounge Café, Develi Restoran, Silvanus 
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özelliklerin etkisi ve
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3. Bulgular

(Çizelge 1).

Çizelge 1.

Özelikleri

Cinsiyet Erkek      
(%) 50.6 (%) 49.4

0-18       
(%) 3.6 18-30      

(%) 40.8 30-40
(%) 27.1 40-50

(%) 17.9 50-60
(%) 6.4 60 ü.    

(%)
4.3

Meslek (%) 13.6 (%) 46.4 Emekli     
(%) 11.4 (%) 8.6 Mimar 

(%) 20.1

Gelir 0-1200
(%) 17.1

1200-
2000
(%)

22.9 2000-3000 
(%) 27.1 3000 üs. 

(%) 32.9

(%) 5.7 Ortaokul    
(%) 5.7 Lise         

(%) 16.4 Lisans 
(%) 56.4 L. üstü 

(%) 15.8

-

-30 y

grubuna dahilken 30-40 ve 40-

3.2.
Çizelge 2.

Cinsiyet Meslek Gelir

a .074** -.050 -.049 -.051 .012

b -005 -035 -.063* .058* .011

c -.028 -.051 -.029 -.048 .030

d .009 -.013 .017 -.029 .038

e -.012 -.037 -.079** -.076** .038

f .036 -.033 -.011 -.047 .054*

g .009 .048 .065* .085** .050

h .004 -.033 -.102** -.068* -.016
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özelliklerin etkisi.

Cinsiyet Meslek Gelir

.014 -.078** -.049 .013 .126**

i -.007 .093** .006 -.104** -.111**

j .008 -.051 -.040 -.035 .016

k -.078** -.053* -.102** -.123** -.062*

l .035 -.050 -.084** -.102** -.016

m .022 -.079** -.041 -.120** .033

n .007 -.074** -.102** -.111** -.020

0 .034 -.052 -.113** -.095** -.058*

* p< 00.5. ** p<0.01. a: Çirkin-Güzel b: -Özgün c: Yapay- d: - e: Yorucu-Dinlendirici f:
- g: Sade- h: -Belirleyici Renksiz-Renkli i: - j: -

k: Her mekanda uygulanamaz-Her mekanda uygulanabilir l: - Estetik m: Güvensiz-Güvenli n: Uyumsuz-
Uyumlu O: -Fonksiyonel

lar daha renksiz ve uyumsuz 
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3.3.
Çizelge 3. 

R
es

im
 

no A.
O a b c d e f g h i j k l m n o

1
A.
O 3.28 2.94 3.46 3.10 3.21 2.50 2.29 2.53 3.74 2.09 3.61 3.13 3.29 3.62 3.46 2.86

S.S 1.14 1.26 1.30 1.07 1.07 1.12 1.13 1.17 0.97 1.09 1.22 1.32 1.10 1.08 1.04 1.09

2
A.
O 4.05 3.98 4.12 4.36 4.09 3.22 2.26 3.90 3.99 2.15 3.97 3.26 3.94 3.85 4.01 3.57

S.S 1.01 1.01 1.08 0.85 1.05 1.26 1.21 1.20 0.93 1.18 1.17 1.26 1.06 1.11 1.11 1.03

3
A.
O 3.71 3.50 3.94 3.93 3.60 2.76 2.58 3.14 3.75 2.57 3.63 2.78 3.51 3.44 3.53 3.29

S.S 1.03 1.13 1.02 1.12 1.18 1.26 1.32 1.31 1.08 1.30 1.18 1.20 1.15 1.20 1.16 1.06

4
A.
O 4.15 4.08 4.06 4.36 4.12 4.33 2.91 3.97 4.14 2.33 4.11 3.29 4.11 3.79 4.06 3.66

S.S 0.96 0.93 1.04 0.76 1.01 0.91 1.40 1.02 0.89 1.23 1.00 1.27 1.01 1.04 1.13 1.02

5
A.
O 3.08 2.85 3.18 2.92 2.80 3.09 2.78 2.16 3.17 2.41 3.28 3.11 2.92 3.46 3.15 2.84

S.S 1.14 1.17 1.22 1.19 1.21 1.26 1.30 1.21 1.17 1.18 1.39 1.24 1.30 1.12 1.27 1.28

6
A.
O 4.07 4.03 4.04 4.15 3.88 3.86 2.47 3.41 3.97 2.28 3.99 3.66 4.01 3.98 4.16 3.73

S.S 0.99 0.95 0.98 0.98 1.15 0.99 1.17 1.07 0.89 1.19 1.07 1.10 1.04 0.93 1.07 1.03

7
A.
O 3.93 3.70 3.79 3.75 3.54 3.39 2.53 3.31 3.90 2.34 3.80 3.48 3.51 3.68 3.80 3.23

S.S 0.95 1.02 1.00 1.06 1.07 1.06 1.18 1.15 0.86 1.17 1.04 1.06 1.17 0.98 1.01 1.11

8
A.
O 4.25 4.16 4.12 4.24 4.03 3.87 2.46 3.86 4.08 2.29 4.07 3.56 4.05 3.96 4.19 3.70

S.S 0.98 0.96 1.14 0.99 1.02 1.13 1.25 1.24 0.99 1.28 1.12 1.11 1.05 1.00 1.03 1.12

9
A.
O 2.62 2.60 2.69 2.74 2.77 3.46 3.20 2.18 3.04 2.35 2.91 2.93 2.63 3.16 2.59 2.64

S.S 1.10 1.19 1.15 1.25 1.21 1.21 1.34 1.17 1.23 1.14 1.39 1.14 1.25 1.23 1.25 1.21

10
A.
O 4.09 3.95 4.14 4.23 4.08 4.35 3.46 3.59 3.95 2.61 3.91 3.26 3.84 3.54 3.90 3.54

S.S 1.10 1.16 1.10 0.95 1.21 0.87 1.40 1.31 1.11 1.31 1.16 1.20 1.20 1.15 1.13 1.15

* p< 00.5. ** p<0.01. a: Çirkin-Güzel b: -Özgün c: Yapay- d: - e:
Yorucu-Dinlendirici f: - g: Sade- h: -Belirleyici Renksiz-Renkli i:

- j: - k: Her mekanda uygulanamaz-Her mekanda 
uygulanabilir l: - Estetik m: Güvensiz-Güvenli n: Uyumsuz- Uyumlu o: -
Fonksiyonel

e aritmetik 
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yaret etmek 

3.4.
Çizelge 4.

** p<0,01 a: çirkin-güzel b: -özgün c: yapay- d: - e: yorucu-dinlendirici f: - g: sade-
h: -belirleyici renksiz-renkli i: - j: - k: her mekanda 

uygulanamaz-her mekanda uygulanabilir l: - estetik m: güvensiz-güvenli n: uyumsuz- uyumlu o: -
fonksiyonel 1: 2: 3: 4: Büyüklük

Özellikleri 1 2 3 4

a .015 .177** .181** .351**

b .033 .148** .193** .358**

c -.003 .185** .199** .425**

d .052 .159** .199** .425**

e .059* .155** .206** .325**

f .197** -.017 .291** .216**

g .128** -.065* .097** .008

h .076** .115** .259** .391**

.004 .156** .153** .216**

i .002 -.012 -.005 .050

j .014 .127** .126** .208**

k .007 .076** .061* .039

l .015 .155** .163** .290**

m -.024 .083** .047 .098**

n -.001 .181** .139** .272**

o .010 .110** .115** .256**
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Korelasyon

-

mekanda uygulanamaz-her mekanda uygulanabilir ve ya sade-

yönde ya da pozitif yönde bir etkisi yoktur. 

4.

Serpa ve Muhar (1996) cinsiyetin kullan
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düzeyine sahiptir. Dikey yüzeydeki bitkilendirmenin ilginç gelmesi gözün ve beynin ilk 

De La Fuente et al. (2006)’a göre; gizemli peyzajlar, daha muazzam bir peyzaj hissi 

-

büyük bitki parteriyle b

yüksek 
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Zube et al.(1982), Daniel ve Vining (1983), pek çok peyzaj kalitesi modeli görsel 

-

kompozisyon 
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numa

amda 

Güvensiz-

kompozisyon olarak görülmektedir (Çiz

%100 estetik veya 

Dikey bahçe komp

uyum

göre 
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1- mekânda mekân

2- mekândaki

etki düzeyi art

3-

4-

kulla

5- mekândaki

6- mekân dikey bahçelerin maliyetleri nedeniyle özellikle elit mekânlarda

göstermektedir. Dikey bahçelerde ana maliyet kalemlerinden biri olan ithal 

tropikal bitkiler yerine, Türkiye’de üretilecek ürünlerin tercih edilmesi dikey 

mekânlarda

5. Sonuçlar



47 
 

 

Kaynaklar

si, 
Seri A s.15-28.

Amir S. Ve Sabol F. 1990, The Use of Geomorphological Elements for Evaluation of Visual 
Quality of Israel Coast, Geo Journal, 21(3), pp: 233-244.

Üniversitesi Fen Bil. Ens. Yüksek Lisans Tezi, s.132-145.
Berlyne D. E,. 1972, Ends and Means of Experimental Aesthetics, Canadian Journal of 

Psychology, (26) pp: 303-325.
-483.

Carry J.W. 1974, Scenic Analysis and assessment,CRC-Critical Reviews in Enviromental 
control, Durham, NH, University of New Hampshire, pp: 231-250.

Chen G. 2007, Planting Design Illustrated, Outskirts Press, Inc. Denver, Colorado, U.S.A 
p. 27.

Ching D.K.F.

Management Jurisdiction on Public Perception of scenic Beauty, Landscape and 
Urban Planning, 49 pp: 1-13.

nterior Landscape Contractors Montvale, N.J. 
Daniel T.C., Boster, R.S. 1976. Measuring Landscape Esthetics: The Scenic Beauty 

Estimation Method, USDA Forest Service Research Paper RM-, Rocky Mountain 
Forest and Range experiment Station Forest Service U.S. Department of Agriculture 
p.167.

Daniel, T.C., Vining, J. 1983. Methodological Issues in the Assessment of Landscape 
Quality. In: Altman, I., Wohwill, J. (Eds.), Behavior and the Natural Environment, 
Plenum Press, New York, Chapter 2 pp: 39-83.

DE La Fuen
-Climate 

Landscapes, Landscape and Urban Planning, 77- PP: 393-407.

Fen Bil. Ens. Yüksek Lisans Tezi, s.39-46.

International Conference on Science Ecology and Tecnology, Barcelona, PP: 546-
563.

Deciduous Trees in Urban Area, Biological Diversity and Conservation, 9/1, 143-153.
Erzen J. N. 20 -7064-96-3.
Herzog T. R. 1995, a Cognitive Analysis of Preference for Urban Nature. In A. Sinha (Ed.), 

Readings in Environmental Psychology. Academic Press. Landscape Perception. San 
Diego, CA: Academic Press Inc.  

Herzog T. R. and Gale T. A. 1996, Preference for Urban Buildings as A Function of Age 
and Nature Context. Environment and Behavior, 28 pp: 44-72.



48
 

 
 

 

Kaplan R. 1979, Visual Resources and the Public: an Empirical Aproach, In: Elsner G.H.,                         
Smardon R.C., A conference on Aplied Tecniques or Analysis and Manegement of 
the Resource, Navada, pp: 209-215.

Kaplan S. 1987, Mental Fatigue and The Designed Environment, Public Environments, 
Washington, pp: 55-60.

Görsel Peyzaj Kalitesi Y
Ens. Yüksek Lisans Tezi, s 28. 

-
-

30.
Lynch K. 1960, The Image of The City, The MIT Press, U.S.A.
Misgav A. 2000. Visual Preference of the Public for Vegetation Groups in Israel. Landscape 

and Urban Planning, Israel, V: 48 pp: 143-159.
ffects of Colours And Forms Of 

Trees Visual Perceptions, Department of Landscape Architecture, Faculty of 
Forestry, Düzce University, Düzce, Turkey

Department of Landscape Architecture, Faculty of Forestry, Düzce University, 
Düzce, Turkey.

Nasar, J. L. 1992, Visual Preferences in Urban Street Scenes: A Cross Cultural Comparison 
between Japan and the United States. Environmental Aethetics: Theory, Research and 
Applications (Ed. Nasar, J.L.). Cambridge University Press, New York.

Orwell R., Wood R., Tarran J., Torpy F., Burchett M.  2004, Removal of Benzene by the 
Indoor Plant/Substrate Microcosm and Implications for Air Quality; Water, Air, & 
Soil Pollution, 157 (1-4), pp:193–207.

Osgood C.E., Suci G. J. ve Tannenbaum P.H. 1957, The Measurement of Meaning, The 
University of Illion Press, Newyork.

Penning E. ve Rowsel C. 1979, The Social Value of Engilish Landscape, Elsner G.H. ve 
Smardon R.C., Our National Lanscape, A Conference on Aplied Tecniques or 
Analysis and Manegement of the Resource, Navada, and pp: 249-255.

Schroeder H.W. 1982, Preferred Features of Urban Parks and Forests, Journal of 
Arboriculture 8 (12) pp: 317-322.

Serpa A. ve Muhar A. 1996, Effectes of plant size, texture and colour on spatial perceptions 
in Public Green Areas – a Cross- Cultural Study, Landscape and Urban Planning, 36 
(1) pp:19-25.

Strumse E. 1994, Environmental Attributes and the Prediction of Visual Preferences for 
Agrarian Landscapes in Western Norway, Journal of Environmental Psychology, 14 
pp: 293–303.

Summit J., Sommer R. 1999, Further Studies of Preferred Three Shapes Enviroment 
Behavior, Art Department at the University of California, 31 (4), pp: 550-576.

Ulrich Roger S. 1986, Human Responses to Vegetation and Landscape, Landscape and 
Urban Planning, 13 pp: 29-44.

Ulrich, R. S. 1991, Natural Versus Urban Scenes: Some Psychophysiological Effects, 
Environment and Behavior, 13(5) pp: 523–556.



49 
 

 

Vining, J., Stevens, J.J. 1986. The Assessment of Landscape Quality: Major Method-
Ological Considerations. In: Smardon, R.C., Palmer, J.F., Felleman, J.P. (Eds.), 
Foundations for Visual Project Analysis. John Wiley and Sons, New York, pp: 167-
186

Wohlwill J. F. 1993, The concept of nature: A Psychologist's View, Human Behavior and 
Environment: Advances in Theory and Research, 6- pp: 5-37.

Wolverton B. C., and Wolverton J. D. 1993, Plants and Soil Microorganisms: Removal of 
Formaldehyde, Xylene, and Ammonia from the Indoor Environment. Journal of the 
Mississippi Academy of Sciences 38(2), 11-15.

Wolverton BC. Douglas WL. Bounds K. 1989, A Study of Interior Landscape Plants for 
Indoor Air Pollution Abatement, NASA-TM-108061 Report.

Wolverton, B. C., How to Grow Fresh Air. New York: Penguin Books, (1996).

Zube E. H. Sell J. L., Taylor J. G. 1982, Landscape perception: Research, Application and 
Theory, Landscape and Planning, 9(1) pp:1-33.


