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Abstract

The purpose of the research is to identify the specific features and patterns in the formation
of the communicational and informational structure of the park environment as an aesthetic ob-
ject of anthropogenic origin, which provides a connection in space-time continuum between its
formation and perception subjects. As a result of analytical researches of scientific sources of
literature, it is revealed that an important general aspect of natural landscape perception, as well
as urban and park landscape perception as an aesthetic object, is multisensory (perception is
due to all senses), which is fundamentally different from works of art that are calculated on the
visual sphere of perception (works of fine art) or hearing (music). Along with the multisensority of
the perception, park landscape, as a rule, is impossible to reach immediately, perception occurs
as a series of landscapes. It is revealed that the main factors limiting the formation and the per-
ception of the park landscape as a communicative-informational aesthetic object is the time that
affects the variability of the material forms of the object on one hand and the aesthetic experience
of the person — on the other. Such circumstances determine the logical changes in the informa-
tion-value function of the landscape in the structure of the object-subjective relations of the park
environment-man system. On the basis of the results of the analysis of scientific works aimed at
studying the aesthetics of the landscape, a model of subject-object relations of man and a park
environment as a unified system was developed.

Key words: communicational and informational value, multisensority of space perception,
park environment.

Introduction

The interconnection of nature and art has
been observed throughout the history of
human development and at different times
has acquired peculiar forms and manifes-
tations. In particular, Albrecht Durer ar-
gued that art is hidden in nature, and the

ones who find it, would be able to have
it. In turn, Leonardo da Vinci, comparing
scientific and aesthetic cognition, noticed
that painting embodies in the form of pro-
portions the same laws that are hidden in
nature, which in the form of a numerical
law learns any scientist (Kravetc 1994).
Also Stolovich (1972) notes on the aes-
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thetic value of objects in which the natural
laws are reflected. In addition, V. Hegel
believed that the beauty of art is superi-
or to the beauty of nature. However, the
idea of the domination of the beauty of
works of art over natural objects radically
changed in Europe during the Romantic
period, when the landscape was regarded
as an object with aesthetic qualities (Lo-
thian 1999, Gross 2002).

Works of scientists of the XX century
focus not only on the study of the land-
scape (both natural and anthropogenic)
as an aesthetic object, but cover issues
of their interaction within a single system.
On constant interaction between urban
landscape and man, Ikonnikov (1985)
emphasizes the urban environment as a
constant interaction of human society and
the subject-spatial environment, diverse
systems of activity and forms of behaviour
with material structures united in space.
The presence of the relationship between
man and the environment also notes
Lynch (1982), who argues that the urban
environment is perceived not by itself, but
in relation to the environment, the related
chain of events, memory of the previous
experience of the individual.

The influence of the environment,
mainly natural, on the formation of human
consciousness and its aesthetic flavours
was experimentally proved by Kravetc
(1994), on the basis of revealing correla-
tion connections of colour harmony in na-
ture and works of art. The author showed
that the fundamental signalling structure
of the natural environment was reflected
in the structure of the palette of colour-
ing masterpieces of painting of different
genres. Investigated by the author, the
structure of colour harmony in works of art
was identical to the structure of the organ-
ization of colour information of the natural
environment and objects, including land-

scapes, flowers, etc. Kravetc (1994) iden-
tified the chain of connections in which the
reflection in the system of nature-man-art
can take place. First, it is a mental form of
reflection in the perception of a person of
nature (in one direction) and a work of art
(in another). Secondly, this is a specially
defined type of human activity — aesthet-
ic activity, which is reflected in its specific
forms and according to its own purposes.
After all, as Kravetc (1994) notes, the art-
ists reflected the patterns of nature de-
scribing them in a certain way. In other
words, the reflection of the properties of
natural environment — the nature inside
the human nature and the images created
by it in the psyche of this environment, as
well as the formed artistic images, due to
cultural and social and individual experi-
ences, is a manifestation of the structural
and material integrity of the world.

Thus, it has been experimentally
proved today that the qualitative charac-
teristics of the components of natural en-
vironment, main component of which is
the landscape, influenced the formation
of the notion of beautiful and aesthetic
preferences of man, whose creative ex-
pression was the fine art, and his material
expression was works of art. At the same
time, the attention of scientists focuses
mainly on the study of the aesthetics of
natural landscapes, which occupy vast
spaces, are formed without the participa-
tion of man and for a long period of time
and aesthetics of the urban environment,
as an autonomous structure formed by
man according to his needs, technical ca-
pabilities, aesthetic looks, etc. The ques-
tion of aesthetics, namely of park land-
scapes, can be considered in the context
of the natural and urban environment and
is determined by the characteristics of the
park.

The purpose of the study is to find out
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the communicational and information-
al value of the park environment as an
aesthetic object of anthropogenic origin,
which provides a connection in the space-
time continuum between the subjects of
its formation and perception.

Park Landscape as an Aesthetic
Object

Despite the great attention of scientists
from various fields of scientific knowledge
to the question of the nature of aesthetic
qualities, there is a discussion of the na-
ture of the aesthetic qualities that act as
signs of the object, but on the other hand
they are subjective and are assigned by
man. An ambiguous issue in the study of
the aesthetics of the park environment is
also the definition of the aesthetic object
and the definition of its place in the con-
text of this general scientific interpreta-
tion. Important in this context is the work
of Sepannmaa (1993), which formed the
classification of aesthetic objects, which
includes two types and three kinds. Ac-
cording to her, aesthetic may be an ob-
ject that has aesthetic qualities, as well as
one that acts as an object of aesthetic re-
search. Considering the park environment
in the context of the work of Sepannmaa
(1993), the park environment combines
both natural and artificial type of aesthet-
ic object, which in turn determines the
presence of signs of two kinds of aesthet-
ic object — environment and art (Fig. 1).
In addition, the park environment can be
both natural (natural parks) and & person-
al (parks of different functional purposes).

The landscape of natural parks, in the
formation of which a person did not par-
ticipate, cannot be defined as a work of
art, but can be the subject of aesthetic
research. In turn, the park environment

created by a person according to a cer-
tain goal with taking into account certain
aesthetic and ideological considerations
can be considered as an art of forming the
landscape as an aesthetic object. Accord-
ingly, based on the analysis of the types
and kinds of aesthetic objects allocated in
the classification of Sepannmaa (1993),
the following are found:

1. Park environment is the result of the
art of forming the landscape along with
the urban environment and inextricably
linked with it.

2. Park environment is an object that
has aesthetic qualities, and can act as a
subject of aesthetic research.

In turn, the dual interpretation of the na-
ture of aesthetic resulted in further devel-
opment of concrete scientific approaches
to the study of the aesthetic qualities of
the object in two directions — the analysis
of the object of perception (landscape),
the definition of qualities that can be char-
acterized as aesthetic and study subject
perception — the person, as well as mech-
anisms of its interaction with the object.

Vygotsky (1987) defines aesthetics as
a doctrine of the aesthetic attitude, that is,
the general state that embraces a person
and is determined by the aesthetic im-
pression. That is, aesthetics is considered
as a psychology of aesthetic pleasure and
artistic creation of man. The issue of aes-
thetic pleasure as a motivational aspect
of the formation of works of art is set out
in Zangwill's (2007) work, where the au-
thor states that aesthetic pleasure comes
from the idea of an object to the desire for
contemplation in the real world. In addi-
tion, Zangwill (2007) notes that aesthetic
pleasure has a special appearance, but it
is still a pleasure, and the desire for pleas-
ure is a reasonable and rational pursuit of
time. In his turn, van Etteger et al. (2016)
consider the theory of Zangwill (2007) in
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Fig. 1. Park environment as an object of aesthetic research (according to Sepannmaa
1993).
the context of landscape architecture. by Vygotsky (1987), according to which
Focusing on the person as the subject a person is the result of phylogeny (bio-
of perception, we should pay attention logical evolution), sociogenesis (history
to the theory of personality development  of culture) and ontogenesis (individual
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development). The theory of Vygotsky
(1987) formed the basis of the paradigm
of research in the field of landscape aes-
thetics Bourassa (1990), which distin-
guished three types of aesthetic human
experience — biological, cultural and per-
sonal. Each type of experience has a
number of special qualities that character-
ize the limitations and possibilities of aes-
thetic perception. In particular, biological
experience identifies a group of factors of
similarity of aesthetic preferences, while
cultural (or sociocultural) and personal
determine the range of differences.

The socio-cultural context of aesthetic
perception of landscape was explored by
Paul Vidal de La Blache and his students
who discovered that there are groups of
people characterized by spatial percep-
tions and landscape-aesthetic preferenc-
es and even developed the concept of
‘cultural codes'. These 'codes’ define the
spiritual and rationalistic landscape and
aesthetic sympathies of people (Dirin and
Popov 2010).

Brookfield (1969), who was one of
the founders of behavioural geography,
introduced the concept of ‘environment
of perception’ — a set of external factors
(natural and sociocultural) that form think-
ing stereotypes in different groups of the
population. This contributed to the devel-
opment of studies devoted to the study of
the spiritual and symbolic importance of
landscapes, ethno-cultural stereotypes
of perception. Therefore, there are the
concepts of 'national landscape’, 'native
land’ (Brookfield 1969, Haeyrynen 1996).
In this context, it is worth paying attention
to the work of Gold (1980), who, during
the study of human perception of the land-
scape, identified three elements of this
process: the perception of material tan-
gible forms, both natural and man-made;
the visible processes of human activity in

the landscape, as well as the symbolic
meanings given to it by human conscious-
ness. Affecting natural objects in the pro-
cess of meeting their needs, people re-
produce them as 'symbols expressing her
feelings' through which collective beliefs
are transmitted, as well as a value system
of knowledge. However, there is also the
other side, when contemplating the land-
scape causes a certain sense of the per-
son, that is, the landscape causes certain
associations and symbols (Gold 1980). In
this way, there is a connection between
the subject of shaping the landscape and
the subject of its perception through time.
Therefore, anthropogenic landscape (in-
cluding park) serves as the object of the
transfer of collective or individual informa-
tion within the spatial-temporal continuum.

Information Significance of the
Park Landscape as an Object of
Communication

In recent decades, the question of as-
sessing the aesthetic qualities of natural
and anthropogenic landscapes has be-
come increasingly relevant and has been
highlighted in a number of scientists:
Linton (1968), Kane (1981), van Etteger
et al. (2016), Hrozdynskyi and Savytska
(2005), Motoshyna and Vdoviuk (2012),
Frolova (1994), Kochurova and Buchatck-
aia (2007), Nikolaev (2005), Hoisl et al.
(1985), Dirin and Popov (2010) Hrynasi-
uk (2014), Osychenko (2011abc, 2012),
Stoycheva (2016). Thus, at the present
stage, trends in the study of aesthetics
of the landscape have been formed, one
of which is the focusing of attention on
its information function and the object of
communication between different societ-
ies and generations. First of all, informa-
tion and cognitive approach within which
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information is considered as an import-
ant component of aesthetic preferences
of people and is central in the study to
both urban and park environment, but has
different meanings. For the urban envi-
ronment, information is the basis of con-
structing a cognitive map, which causes
the ease of orientation in space, while in
the park or natural landscape information,
first of all, determines the formation of the
image in the imagination to meet the aes-
thetic needs.

The subject of the information-cogni-
tive approach is the peculiarities of the ex-
pression of information in the subject-spa-
tial environment and the significance of
the cognitive process of perception, and
accessibility, clarity of reading increases
the aesthetic evaluation (Fig. 2).

The question of information function of
the subject-space environment of scholars
in the post-Soviet space is encountered,
in the first place, in the theory of archi-
tecture (Belyaeva 1977; Ikonnikov 1985,
1986; Barabanov 2002, and others). In
particular, Ikonnikov (1985) emphasizes a
number of features of architecture, among
which — pre-programmed information that
is laid down when it is created and has
a general cultural and ideological and ar-
tistic content, important for the practical
orientation of man, the formation of its
psychological formation and perception of
personality. This medium is both a product
and a process of interaction, the object of
the formation of information and its read-
ing. Thus, architecture as the basis of the
subject-spatial environment of cities has
a double value — material-practical and
information-aesthetic. System architec-
ture, as its characteristic feature defines
the structural basis of the subject-spatial
environment, which enters into interaction
with the subject (an individual, a group
of people, a city community, a nation — it

depends on the level at which the envi-
ronment is considered) and updated its
behaviour (Ikonnikov 1986). Along with
this, Barabanov (2002) considers the ur-
ban environment as a system of replacing
emotional and aesthetic signs, symbols
and images, visible in architectural forms
that determines the emotional and aes-
thetic, symbolic and figurative perception
of a person in the picture of the world. Ur-
ban environment as 'hypertext’ is consid-
ered by Osychenko (2011ab, 2012), and
aesthetic perception is characterized as
a communicative act that 'immerses’ man
into the sea of sustainable values and in-
tegrates it into society.

In turn, the information functions of the
landscape were studied by foreign scien-
tists — Kaplan and Kaplan (1978), Antrop
(2005) Kaymaz (2012) and others. In par-
ticular, Kaplan and Kaplan (1978) define
perception as a process of obtaining infor-
mation through the senses, its organiza-
tion and interpretation.

Park landscape, as part of the sub-
ject-spatial urban environment, inextrica-
bly linked with it, its functional and imag-
inative information system is (along with
architecture) the carrier of information that
was laid upon its formation, actualized in
perception and affects consciousness.
This way creates a 'sensible landscape’
(the term introduced by Lynch 1982) — a
tangible medium that affects interpersonal
communication, focuses on its importance
for human comfort and manifests itself in
sounds, aromas that can both promote
and interfere with communication. The
combination of stimuli of all human senso-
ry receptors forms information that Lynch
(1982) considers to be one of the most im-
portant forms of assessing the urban land-
scape, which is to analyse the forms of its
functioning as an incentive, as well as
the environment for learning and self-de-
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Fig. 2. The conceptual scheme of the process of communication between the actors
of creation and perception of the park landscape as a material and information object.

velopment. The thought of Lynch (1982)
has developed in subsequent years in the
writings of such scholars as Ungar (1999),
Antrop (2005), Forster (2010). The latter,
in turn, highlighted the peculiarities of the

perception of the natural environment:

1. Environmental perception is not im-
mediate and takes time.

2. The scale affects the perception of

the environment.
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3. The environment is surrounded by
people, which causes perception from the
inside.

4. Navigational skills are required to
perceive the environment.

5. Interaction with the environment, as
arule, is carried out for a certain purpose.
As a result, a person chooses spatial in-
formation related to its purpose (Ungar
1999, Forster 2010, Kaymaz 2012).

A similar approach can be traced in the
studies of Vygotsky (1987), who deter-
mines the emotional and aesthetic qual-
ities of the object of observation art as
the beginning and the ultimate goal in the
chain of the consumer architect. The work
of art in terms of psychology is considered
by the author as a system of stimuli, which
is deliberately organized with the intention
of causing a certain aesthetic reaction.
Thus, due to the analysis of stimuli, the
structure of reactions is reproduced.

Comparing the perception of the ar-
chitectural environment as the closest
feature to the park, one should note the
constant development of the latter, which
is determined by the spatial-temporal
characteristics, which is due to the con-
stant change of landscapes due to sea-
sonal dynamics and life cycle of plants.
The compositional structure of the park is
constantly changing, which makes it im-
possible to have a definite result, but is a
continuous sequence of states, each of
which must be distinguished by aesthet-
ic appeal, readability and informativity.
Lynch (1982), an important characteristic
of landscape informativity, considers the
density of information placement and its
comprehensiveness. The clarity of infor-
mation is determined by orderliness, ease
of reading and relevance. According to
Lynch (1982), the form and colour corre-
spond to the message, which in turn af-
fects the ease of reading.

An important characteristic of under-
standing and correct interpretation of in-
formation is the simplicity of the means
of its communication, in particular at the
expense of the simplest elements that
organize the architectural form and influ-
ence the emotions of a person. Itis on the
importance of the elementary forming ele-
ments of architectural forms and the need
to study their influence on the perception
of man emphasized Le Corbusier (Bara-
banov 2002).

Consequently, the notion of informa-
tiveness of the urban environment is con-
nected both with direct means of informa-
tion (Lynch 1982) and with the system of
symbols, images, signs (Vygotsky 1987,
Barabanov 2002, etc.) that form a certain
semiotic structure and most characteristic
for the park landscape. At the same time,
trees and other vegetation located around
monuments can play an important role
in increasing their impact. On the other
hand, unsuccessful plant composition and
invasive vegetation can destabilize the in-
fluence of the monuments located nearby
(Galev et al. 2016). Particular importance
is given to studies in the study of memo-
rial parks, which provide a connection to
the past generations at the expense of
the symbolic, semantic and sign system,
which, first of all, manifests itself in plan-
ning structure, monumental decoration
and general compositional solution. The
most semiotic approach to the formation
of the image of the park landscape, as
well as the manifestation of ‘collective con-
scious’, is observed in memorial parks of
military subject, the content component of
which is based on the figurative, symbolic
and sign level. In particular, Oleksiichen-
ko et al. (2017), in the research of military
parks of war themes, direct and indirect
means of expressing the ideological load
of the park are distinguished, which may
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contribute to the correct interpretation of
the information structure and the seman-
tic values laid down during their formation,
and to alleviate them. Such circumstanc-
es make it expedient to analyse the re-
search of the semiotic structures of land-
scape objects in the context of informa-
tional-cognitive approach, since semiotic
perception can be regarded as the high-
est level of cognition. Osychenko (2011c¢)
highlights the significance and symbolism
of architectural forms, as well as the inter-
pretation of the content of objects as the
subject of the study of aesthetic qualities
of objects within the framework of the se-
miotic approach.

The study of 'semiotic units of per-
ception’, is important in the context of
formation of the landscape objects semi-
otic structures which is distinguished by
Barabanov (2002), based on three levels
of perception: the sign level (collective
unconscious); figurative level (individual
unconscious); symbolic level (collective
conscious). To the sign level, which is ac-
tually the original, which is the same for all
people, Barabanov (2002) classifies lines
of form, line-vectors as integral units of
the unconscious and reveals their symbol-
ic meaning. At the figurative level, vectors
of the line and holistic visual images form
a synthetic artistic image, which depends
on the subject of perception — man.

The synthetic image changes in time,
because it is related to the individual
experience of a person or society as a
whole. It is worth noting that over time,
not only the subject (man, society, society,
humanity) is changing, but also the object
of perception — a park landscape whose
stability lies only in its variability. Thus, the
content of park landscapes as media car-
riers changes, which respectively affects
its interpretation. It becomes obvious
that in the conditions of conscious laying

of symbolic values through the sign sys-
tem in the formation of landscape objects
should take into account the variability of
the components of the park environment.
In turn, when investigating the semiotic
structure of a landscape object, which in
this case can be considered as the object
of mass communication, the particular
difficulty lies in the revealed socio-cultur-
al content, which is perceived by man at
the third, highest level of visual percep-
tion — the symbolic (collective conscious).
Collective consciousness is determined
mainly by the sociocultural context, which
is formed within a certain territory, society
and historical period, and the park land-
scape, in this case, is a material embod-
iment of the socio-political, ideological
and cultural-aesthetic aspirations of this
society. The change in the sociocultural
context in society leads to a change in the
interpretations of the sign and information
structure of the landscape object (see Fig.
2) and the incorrect interpretation of the
content, the unpredictability of its impact
on contemporary cultural and ideological
views, and the formation of a worldview of
the subject of perception (an individual, a
group of people, city community, nation).

Model of Subject-object Relations
of Man and the Park Environment

Accordingly, the process of human per-
ception of the park environment can be
regarded as a subject-object unity that
develops over time and is constantly up-
dated. Attention is focused on the study of
mechanisms and conditions for its conser-
vation in the change of the subject-object
relations themselves. Accordingly, based
on the conducted research, a structur-
al model of the object-object relations of
man and park environment was formed
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(Fig. 3). An important aspect of this mod-
el is the closeness and interdependence
of the stages of personality development,
the process of perception of the park
environment and the formation of its im-
ages. Thus, the process of forming land-
scape images based on Hrozdynskyi and

Savytska (2005) is defined by the stages
of personality development, identified by
Vygotsky (1987), on one hand, and the
material and image systems of the park
environment on the other. In this case,
phylogeny causes the appearance of sen-
sory and operational images, which are
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Fig. 3. Conceptual model of subject-object relations between man
and the park environment.
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formed as a result of sensory perception
of the material system of the park environ-
ment. Ontogenesis and sogogenesis de-
termine the peculiarities of the cognitive
image of the landscape, which is formed
on the figurative (individual unconscious)
and symbolic (collective conscious) lev-
els of aesthetic perception (according to
Barabanov 2002), a figurative system of
the park environment — its value and in-
formation structures. Those levels of aes-
thetic perception are determined by the
kinds of aesthetic experience Bourassa
(1990), which are formed as a result of
the corresponding stages of personality
development.

The cognitive image is the most com-
plex and individual in nature, since it is
determined by sociology and ontogene-
sis, whereas the sensory and operative
images are similar to most people and
are due to phylogeny. In this context, one
should pay attention to the notion of a
perceptive-cognitive system (Osychenko
2014), in which the subject and object of
perception act as its components, and as
a result of this interaction, we have the
mutual change of state of both an object
and the subject. The author emphasizes
on the dynamics and self-development of
the perceptive-cognitive system and allo-
cates three levels of its organization: mi-
Cro, macro, megawave.

Thus, a perceptually cognitive mi-
crosystem is formed under the influence
of the need for information about an object
or phenomenon that unfolds within the
sensory field of the individual, that is, the
'material’ and informational image system
of the park environment is read’. As a re-
sult, sensory and operational images of a
particular park landscape in a certain time
period or a series of landscapes in rela-
tively small spatial boundaries are formed.
The cognitive image formed by the per-

ceptively cognitive macrosystem is more
complicated and wider than in space and
time. Formation of the image occurs as
a result of reading’ a valuable figurative
system of the park environment, compar-
ing the one seen with its own normative
and value system of the individual, which
was formed as a result of socio- and on-
togenesis.

Megasystem is the largest within the
time and space, its formation occurs
throughout the life of the individual, and
the images formed as a result of the per-
ception of the medium are stored in the
long-term memory and serve as a context
that allows the subject to extrapolate the
sensory characteristics of reality, to match
what has been seen with the previous
experience, to consider park landscapes
from a philosophical point of view. At the
same time, Osychenko (2014) distinguish-
es the individual and external mega-im-
age and notes that the first one can arise
only in the context of the second, formed
during this historical period in the culture
of the national or world community.

Time as a Limiting Factor in the
Development of Subject-object
Relations between Man and the
Park Environment

An important aspect of the analysis of
the subject-object relations of man and
the park environment in the context of
studying the aesthetics of the latter is to
determine the peculiarities of changes
that occur under the influence of time.
The aesthetic object is the park environ-
ment, which has (as noted above) a ma-
terial and figurative system. The material
is formed by the components of the park
landscape, most of which are natural ob-
jects, which determines their development
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in time and space, and the most dynamic
are plantations. At the time, as one of the
changing components of the park space
— emphasizes Bell (2004), who consid-
ers time in different aspects — from time
to time, it is spent on the movement of
the landscape object to natural cycles,
the development of the universe and our
lives. In addition, the author distinguishes
cyclic (change of day and night, seasonal
dynamics) and progressive time changes,
which are related to the linear motion from
the past through the present to the future
Bell (2004). Accordingly, the spatial rela-
tionship of the park environment chang-
es over time, and the peculiarities of the
changes are defined as external (biotic
and abiotic factors) and internal — biolog-
ical and ecological peculiarities of plants,
which usually form the basis of the com-
position structure of the park. The life cy-
cle of plants, along with spatial changes in
the park environment, causes continuous
variability (seasonal dynamics). In turn,
the variability of the material system of the
park environment determines the transfor-
mation of the information and value struc-
tures of the figurative system (Fig. 4).

Man (or socium) as a subject of per-
ception of the park environment as an
aesthetic object is also changing over
time under the influence of external — so-
ciocultural and internal — personal factors.
Accordingly, the figurative and symbolic
level of aesthetic perception is changing,
which irreversibly affects the interpretation
of the content of the information and value
system of the park environment and, as
a result, the interpretation of the cognitive
image of the landscape.

Interpretation of the content is condi-
tioned by the human need to endow the
surrounding objects and phenomena with
content, and in this way long-term mem-
ory is formed, which, unlike short-term,

uses meaning, not an image. It is the em-
powerment of the seen with the meaning
allows you to memorize the information
about them. In turn, objects that are at-
tracting attention are remembered, and
in the park environment the emphasis
components are changing. However, the
volatility of the emphasis of the material
system, the park environment changes
several times a year, while changing aes-
thetic views of a person as a subject of
perception requires much longer period of
time or significant socio-cultural or politi-
cal events.

Conclusions

Park landscapes, depending on their
features, can be considered as a part of
the natural landscape (natural landscape
parks, biosphere reserves) or as a part
of the urban environment (urban parks of
various functional purposes, located with-
in the settlements and characterized by
the presence of a significant proportion of
artificially created components). Speaking
of natural landscapes, it's worth noting
that the aesthetic object is a natural form,
while in the park — natural objects are
formed in accordance with certain views
and human needs.

Focusing on the process of creating a
park landscape as an aesthetic object, it
is advisable to note its proximity to urban
planning, since the park, like the urban
environment, is a product of various au-
thors, which sometimes do not intersect
in time both with each other and with the
subject of perception. While the natural
landscape is formed without the partici-
pation of man, and the visual perception,
definition of aesthetics and, moreover, the
symbolic interpretation depends solely on
the subject of perception. Such circum-
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stances determine the unpredictability of
the aesthetic assessment of the natural
landscape, while the park was formed as
an expression of certain aesthetic rep-
resentations of the author(s) and provid-
ed for the emergence of certain emotional
impressions in the observer. However, the
aesthetic and informational value put for-
ward by the author may differ significantly
from the value perceived by the observer.

An important general aspect of per-
ceiving the natural, urban and park land-
scape as an aesthetic object is multisen-
sory (perception occurs at the expense of
all senses), which is fundamentally differ-
ent from works of art that are designed for
the visual sphere of perception (works of
fine arts) or rumour (music). Along with
the richness of the perception of the park
landscape, as a rule, it is impossible to
reach immediately, perception occurs as
a series of landscapes. The main factors
that limit the formation and the perception
of the park landscape as a communica-
tive-informational aesthetic object is the
time that affects the variability of the mate-
rial forms of the object, on one hand, and
the aesthetic experience of man — on the
other. Such circumstances determine the
changes in the information-value function
of the landscape in the structure of the
object-subject relations between man and
the park environment.
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