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Abstract

The research scope comprises the analysis of disjunctions between photographic represen-
tations, architectural landmarks, tourist icons, and urbanized surroundings. Given the
problem posed by imagery distortions in human cognition, the guiding hypothesis is that
the perception of scenes of constructed touristic attractions is distorted with respect to
their associated built vicinities. Therefore, the general objective is to systematize guidelines
for integrating public policies on visual communication and urban management. Using
multi-method, applied, qualitative-quantitative, and exploratory approaches, an investi-
gation is conducted in four main parts: a literature review highlighting knowledge gaps
on the topic; procedural methods involving the selection of study areas (cities) and objects
(architectures) from those most visited worldwide in the pre-pandemic period followed by
submitting their representative photographs for interpretation by experts and the public;
analysis involving interpreting respondents’ feedback in association with specific criteria;
and an integrated discussion leading to the formulation of directives. As a synthesis of the
answers to the research question, the results diagnose a misrepresentation of the immediate
and nearby surroundings of architectural sites due to the exclusive observation of images
published on official tourism websites, confirming the proposed hypothesis and concluding
that the methodological essay is feasible, with case-specific adaptations, as a reference for
adequately conveying touristic landscapes in contemporary cities.

Keywords: communicated landscape; perceptual distortion; photographic representation;
architectural landmarks; tourist icons; urbanized surroundings; cities management

1. Introduction

Photography has served to document various aspects of human societies ever since it
was invented in the early nineteenth century, but several aspects of human relationships
with image representations have not yet been sufficiently investigated [1,2]. In turn, photo-
graphic techniques are evolving rapidly, and the prevailing trends point toward a focus on
technological innovations, environmental concerns, and social awareness that is reshaping
visual storytelling [3].

The notion of ‘seeing is believing’ has been obsolete for quite some time [4], given
that photographs have been manipulated as a visual representation method. Due to recent
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technological progress, images can now appear genuine even without being anchored in
reality. In a world that is becoming more urbanized, this underscores the essential role
of photography in tourism and other fields, particularly as a means of enhancing visitors’
experiences [5].

Today, the ease of sharing digital images has changed the practices, functions, and
meanings of photography, especially in relation to scenes disseminated by the media. These
changes have repercussions in a general context but stand out particularly in the field of
tourism [5-9].

The perception of images is guided by the perspective established before the viewer’s
gaze is fixed, and the perceptual distortion of photographs—namely, the way in which
viewers misinterpret various pictorial representations—has long been a subject of inquiry
across multiple disciplines [10]. A bibliometric analysis of the topic concludes that connec-
tions between photographic representation and architectural landmarks, tourist icons, and
urbanized surroundings are infrequent, thereby revealing an important scientific gap that
is addressed in this study [11].

Generally, photographic representations may not faithfully correspond to local re-
alities [4,12], and this problem is amplified by the modification of images for various
purposes, including augmenting the value of tourist attractions [9,13]. Therefore, the com-
municated landscape is the one publicized through disseminated scenes, transforming the
perception of places, which also shape narratives about architecture and built spaces [14],
requiring the development of guidelines to support the processes of urban planning and
management aimed at creating communicative and sustainable cities [15-17] based on
social cohesion [18,19] and environmental resilience [20,21]. This premise is especially
relevant for urbanized areas linked to iconic architectural tourism sites circulated through
media, and this relationship is one of the main original and distinctive aspects of this essay,
which also employs innovative procedures.

Based on the preceding presentation of its general context and central problem, this
study seeks answers to the research question concerning the degree of perceptual distortion
in photographic representations of architectural landmarks constituted as tourist icons in
relation to their corresponding urbanized surroundings. In this framework, the guiding
hypothesis—that the perception of scenes of constructed touristic attractions is distorted
with respect to their associated built vicinities—is tested through an examination of the ele-
ments that cause this misrepresentation when observing photographs published on official
websites. As a corollary, the general objective of the study is to systematize guidelines for
integrating public policies on visual communication and urban management.

Beyond this introductory part, the article is structured into the following sections:
Literature Review—this section addresses fundamental theories and concepts and the posi-
tioning of the research within the context of existing studies, highlighting scientific gaps
and the relevance of the work; Materials and Methods—this section details diverse method-
ological procedures related to the selection of study areas (cities) and objects (architectures)
and the evaluation of representative images; Results—this section presents results derived
from the integrated analysis of architectural landmarks, immediate surroundings, and
urbanized contexts; and Discussion—this section examines the main findings, linking the
central themes and proposing directions for planning, management, and communication
processes, along with the original contributions and principal limitations of the investiga-
tion. In the final part of the manuscript, the discoveries are articulated as conclusions of the
methodological essay.

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/buildings16132591


https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings16132591

Buildings 2026, 16, 2591

3 0f 31

2. Literature Review

As previously mentioned, the principal gap in the topic concerns the scarcity of studies
on the relationships between photographic representation, architectural landmarks, tourist
icons, and urbanized surroundings [11]. Accordingly, these themes guide the theoretical
and conceptual foundations of the research.

2.1. Photographic Representation

Considering theories ranging from technical transmission of information to theoretical
approaches to the sociocultural effects of media, the concept of communication can be
synthesized as a process of continuous mental inference, grounded in both individual
and collective cognition [22] and often stimulated by images. Since landscape constitutes
the visual manifestation of space, its communicated condition implies that it is publicly
disseminated through circulating scenes. Such diffusion reshapes the perception of places
and simultaneously contributes to the construction of narratives [14].

Among visual tools, photography stands out as one that, under abstract—practical
and historical-cultural perspectives, encompasses a plurality of artistic, documentary, and
narrative expressions [23]. Its principles can be summarized into five main axes: identity,
place, representation, perception, and event [24].

Since the photographic representations are not merely objective records but also
aesthetic and expressive constructions of images, they are linked to compositional aspects
that direct the viewer’s gaze through modes of structuring light, perspective, framing,
and objects, among other compositional elements [25]. They are also associated with
characteristics of deconstruction used as artistic resources to provoke new interpretations,
understood as factors of fragmentation or optical disassembly [25].

Although many persuasive messages include images, little is known about the po-
tential of visual components to induce human reactions [26]. In this framework, the
examination of the effects of message variations—such as their positioning and angle of
capture, the juxtaposition of contrasting scenes, and the facial expression of emotion—leads
to an assessment of the potential to evoke psychological reactance [26].

The human brain processes photographic images through different perceptual mech-
anisms [27], and photography can be explored as a mediator of historical narratives and
local cultures [28-30]. However, its contemporary documentary representation faces an
era of ‘post-truth,” given that emotions and personal beliefs are frequently superimposed
on scientific facts [31]. By exploring new ethical and critical strategies to address social
issues, it does not aim to represent reality in a neutral manner within a political and cultural
perspective marked by misinformation [31].

Before the viewer’s eyes rest on an image, a perspective is already defined that
guides perception. The distortive potential of photographs—manifested in the frequent
misreading of visual depictions—has consistently been explored within multiple areas of
knowledge [10].

Contrary to photorealism, the interactions between artificial intelligence (AI) and
photographic culture reveal fragmented and incomplete perspectives. Within this domain,
there are tensions between stereotyped results and unique human creations, with Al
tending to generate fewer specific details in many cases [32].

This brief exposition of the state of the art on photographic representation reinforces
the context and the problem outlined in the introductory section. In other words, it con-
fronts the issue of perceptual distortion in disseminated scenes, as well as the scientific
gap addressed. Specifically, for the present study, the investigative interest lies in con-
structed icons.
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2.2. Architectural Landmarks

From classical theories—such as the Vitruvian—to the diversified contemporary ones,
in theoretical-empirical terms, architecture is understood as a practice of spatial interven-
tion aimed at shaping social and environmental futures [33], and its framing in contempo-
raneity can be situated within the set of responses to sustainable development crises [34].
Architectural products classified as landmarks are defined as physical structures that anchor
spaces, establishing cognitive reference points [35,36].

These buildings are distinct generators of meaning in cities, resulting in the formation
of their identities through symbols drawn from collective memory [37]. Built elements and
environmental components are inseparably connected, with the former influencing the
urban image, human conditions, social well-being, and economic profiles [38].

Recent advances in Al have reshaped architectural design through the enhancement
of spatial planning, parametric modeling, generative drawing, and performance-based
analysis [39]. Aiming at the determination of its suitability as a target for the identifica-
tion of reference points, specific conditions of constructed works strongly contrast with
the surrounding environment and have a greater likelihood of attracting visual attention,
remaining in human memory, and activating brain regions associated with spatial ori-
entation [40]. Nevertheless, challenges across generative methods include the persistent
problem of visual-semantic hallucination [41].

This brief synthesis on architectural landmarks is once again linked to the research
problem and the main general gap addressed in this article, namely that images can be
distorted from local reality. This condition is commonly observed in figures associated with
tourism symbols.

2.3. Tourist Icons

Tourism theories have evolved from classical models—which regarded the occurrence
of displacement and leisure—to contemporary approaches that conceptualize it as a sys-
temic phenomenon in social, economic, and environmental terms, reflecting on principles
for destination management and incorporating issues related to digital innovation and
collaborative governance [42]. Although there is research on images of tourist attractions,
scientific gaps remain concerning the study of iconic assets with visual influences, as well
as the inverse challenge, namely how representations of these places impact such resources,
many of which are established under the configuration of architectural works [43].

On the one hand, there are shifts toward constructed icons integrated into the land-
scape, with tourist facilities prioritizing atmospheres and experiences rather than utilitarian
characteristics [44]; on the other hand, digital images have transformed the conditions and
interpretations of tourist destinations [5-9]. However, innovative approach and technologi-
cal integration, associated with participatory perspectives [18], including alignment with
the sustainable development goals (SDGs) [21], aim at the equitable development of tourist
regions, confirming that the achievement of this objective depends on the balance between
governmental guidelines and community initiatives [16].

Despite the fundamental relevance of the spatial distribution of tourist attractions [45],
the literature on the location of tourism activities is scarce [46], thereby reinforcing, in asso-
ciation with this concise overview of tourist icons, the thematic importance of the present
study. Within this context, not only must the exact locational positions be considered, but
also the characteristics of their built vicinities.

2.4. Urbanized Surroundings

Among recent urban and sociological theories, the notion of city-human needs [47]
stands out for this study, integrating socio-environmental dimensions into the objectives
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of the 2030 Agenda [21]. From the review of major theoretical traditions in urban sociol-
ogy (ranging from those derived from the Chicago School and urban Marxism to post-
structuralist perspectives, for instance), critical approaches persist, connecting classical prin-
ciples with contemporary challenges such as gentrification, inequality, and globalization—
issues often associated with tourism [48].

In contemporary cities, it is important to highlight remarkable imbalances between
tourist attractions and their adjacent spaces. Few existing studies explore this issue, and these
primarily focus on the identification of points of interest and rarely on urban areas attractive
to visitors [46]. This situation once again reinforces the scientific gap addressed in this study.

Historical landmarks, urban aesthetics, landscape complexity, spatial permeability,
compositional harmony, human scale, and overall diversity elicit both positive and adverse
behaviors, as well as topophilic or topophobic emotions [49,50]. On the other hand, social
media information is frequently employed in studies restricted to travel planning and the
factors influencing travel decisions [46].

In this regard, it should be noted that advances in Al have also produced relevant
impacts on touristic activities, with the generation of digital products, including imagery,
interfering with the perception of tourist icons and their surroundings [51]. Thus, there
remains the need to deepen knowledge on the subject so that technical-technological solu-
tions can enable synergies between efficiency and sustainability for the genuine promotion
of urban tourism development.

Notwithstanding its concise approach, this literature review highlights the main
thematic issues in the research and the scientific gaps that demonstrate the originality of
the study, some of which are identified by the sources themselves and justify the relevance
of the present work. At the same time, the introduction of methodological novelties is
pursued, resulting in theoretical-empirical contributions to the field of knowledge.

3. Materials and Methods

Based on the previous postulates and on multi-method structure, applied nature,
qualitative-quantitative approach, and exploratory character, the research was conducted
using exploratory, descriptive, and analytical methods, carried out in two main phases:
selection of the study areas (cities) and objects (architectures), and evaluation of representa-
tive images (architectural landmarks, immediate surroundings, and urbanized contexts), as
described below (Figure 1).

ARCHITECTURAL
LANDMARKS

ratings of photographic
attributes of the urban

restriction to one
architectural attraction
per city based on the
diversity of original
function and use in
relation to the overall set

contexts by
photographers and urban
planners

rating of the compositional IMMEDIATE
variables by the authors SURROUNDINGS

Step 1
treatment of the selected
photographs without the
tourist icon unveiling the
immediate surroundings
(n=5)

breakdown of the upper
quartile of average values
(n=17)

Figure 1. Diagram of the methodological flow of the research’s phases, stages, and steps. Source:
Developed according to the procedures adopted by the authors.
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3.1. Selection of the Study Areas: Cities

Structured in five core methodological steps (see Figure 1), this stage of the first phase
was based on a probabilistic multistage sampling method, with a combination of criteria
applied in successive levels [52]. It began with the selection of five cities according to their
highest visitation levels over the past decade (2010 to 2019), before the coronavirus disease
2019 (COVID-19) pandemic. This option was chosen because pre-pandemic stages of
international tourism had not fully recovered during the study elaboration period [53,54].

The first step was based on the rankings of the top 100 cities among the world’s most
visited destinations by tourists between 2010 and 2019, as reported by Euromonitor Interna-
tional [55], an organization that tracks global market trends and compiles reports using global,
regional, and national data sources [56]. The goal of this step was to include urban areas with
the highest annual visitation rates prior to the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic.

In the second step, to reflect the relevance of more recent data, the rankings from the
data from the seven available years at the moment of the study elaboration (2010 to 2014,
2018, and 2019) [55] received different weights (w), with greater importance assigned to the
most recent (2019: w = 2.0) and less to the earliest (2010: w = 1.0). Cities that consistently
appeared in the rankings throughout the entire period were also retained. This process
resulted in a selection of 66 urban centers, from which the top 17—those in the upper
quartile—were chosen based on median values (third step).

To enhance global representativeness, these cities were then cross-referenced with lists
of the most popular tourist attractions worldwide in 2018 and 2019. The 10 attractions
identified by TripAdvisor [57,58] were scored in reverse order (first place received 10 points,
while the tenth received 1). The 15 attractions listed by Uber in the same years [59,60] were
normalized to a 1-10 scale to align with the previous dataset. Both sets were then evaluated
using the same scoring method. This formed the fourth step, narrowing the focus to six
cities and 10 key tourist landmarks.

To further confirm the global importance of these urban centers, the selected destina-
tions were compared with the top 10 most visited countries worldwide from 2011 to 2021,
based on data from the United Nations World Tourism Organization [53,61]. This fifth step
revealed that only one of the six cities—Dubai, United Arab Emirates—was not located in
one of the top 10 most-visited countries, resulting in a final group of five study areas (Paris,
France; New York, United States; Rome, Italy; London, United Kingdom; Istanbul, Turkey).

3.2. Selection of the Study Objects: Architectures

This stage of Phase 1 was structured into two core methodological steps (see Figure 1),
also based on a probabilistic multistage sampling method, with a combination of criteria
applied at successive levels [52]. During the choice of the architectural landmarks (first
step), according to the same data of the classification of the most popular tourist attractions
worldwide in 2018 and 2019 [57-60], only a single point of interest was found for three of
the cities, which was subsequently selected to represent each of them.

In the case of the other study areas (Paris, France, and New York, United States—
three attractions for each), beyond calculating the total score based on the combined
values of individual sites, additional criteria were introduced to promote diversity in the
types of attractions (second step). These differentiation guidelines were applied across
all selected tourism landmarks, considering both their original intended purposes and
the nature of visitor engagement they historically attracted: Eiffel Tower, Paris, France—
monumental purpose to commemorate an event; Empire State Building, New York, United
States—tertiary service for business uses; Colosseum, Rome, Italy—sports task for watching
competitions; Buckingham Palace, London, United Kingdom—monarchical feature with
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EIFFEL TOWER,
PARIS,
FRANCE!

official attendance; Blue Mosque, Istanbul, Turkey—liturgical duty for religious celebrations.
Thus, the sample result comprised the five buildings of analytical interest mentioned above.

3.3. Evaluation of Representative Images: Architectural Landmarks

As the initial stage of the second phase (see Figure 1), the first step was based on
a probabilistic multistage sampling method, with a combination of criteria applied in
successive levels [52], and the set of photographs of the tourist attractions was subjected to
the following selection requirements:

(@) The image should have been taken in 2020 or 2021 to ensure temporal consistency in
the research;

(b) The scene had to be published on the city’s official website (Eiffel Tower, Paris, France:
n = 12; Empire State Building, New York, United States: n = 4; Colosseum, Rome,
Italy: n = 9; Buckingham Palace, London, United Kingdom: n = 6; Blue Mosque,
Istanbul, Turkey: n = 16), preferably in the tourism section, to ensure reliable and
consistent information;

(¢) Thebuilding needed to be shown within an urban environment, maintaining relevance
to the dual focus on architecture and the city;

(d) The entire architectural structure had to be visible in the frame, enabling a clear
understanding of its overall form and volume;

(e) The perspective should, whenever possible, reflect the eye level of a typical viewer,
simulating a visitor’s first impression;

(f) Only daytime images were considered, given that access to some sites is limited to
morning or afternoon hours.

The best compliance with these criteria enabled the selection of a sample comprising
five photographs of analytical relevance (first step) (Figure 2).

EMPIRE

STATE COLOSSEUM, BUCKINGHAM BLUE MOSQUE,
BUILDING, ROME PALACE, ISTANBUL
NEW YORK, . .

ITALY? LONDON, TURKEY ®

UNITED UNITED KINGDOM *

Figure 2. Selected photographs of the most visited architectural landmarks in 2018 and 2019 in the
world’s most traveled-to cities from 2010 to 2019 and located in the top 10 toured countries from 2011
to 2021. Sources: ! [62], 2 [63], 3 [64], 4 [65], and ° [66].

In the second step of Stage 1, based on a non-probabilistic intentional sampling method,
with selection based on the researcher’s judgment of the population representatives [67], the
five images published on official websites were anonymously evaluated by experts using
the Delphi Technique, a process used for group decisions. The advantages of this method-
ological alternative over others lie in the specialized interpretations of specific technical
parameters [68] and, in the study in question, in the freedom afforded by anonymous evalu-
ation, which, in this context, does not necessitate formal research ethics protocols, especially
due to its opinion-based nature, without personal identification and with aggregated data,
which do not contain sensitive characteristics.

The Delphi Technique is supported by the Wisdom of Crowds Theory, according to
which the collective intelligence of a set of people is superior to individual knowledge [69].
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In this process, it is common to establish a maximum of 30 evaluators per group, and a
minimum of 10 participants [69,70]. The final number of experts—with international expe-
rience in their respective fields and consulted through digital means—was determined by
the degree of response homogeneity, with consensus (c) in this study defined descriptively
as exceeding 75%. The results of each type of evaluation were categorized into four quality
classes (high, medium-high, medium-low, and low).

Thus, 15 photographers interpreted the following characteristics of the official
photographs [71,72], with consensus (c) values derived for each variable: imagery
(technical quality—composition and production—c = 77.0-85.3%), geographical (spatial-
temporal representation—place and date—c = 77.7-82.5%), physical (stability conditions—
fixed objects—c = 77.2-82.7%), figurative (ephemerality attributes—moving or chang-
ing elements—c = 75.7-83.0%), and thematic (symbolic representativeness—meaning—
¢ =79.2-80.4%).

A total of 16 experts from the field of architecture were also consulted to evaluate
the variables related to the principles of classical architecture established by the Roman
architect Marcus Vitruvius Pollio (~80 BC-15 BC) in his work ‘De architectura libri decem,’
which are [73]: structure (firmitas—c = 78.9-80.9%), form (venustas—c = 77.8-82.4%), and
function (utilitas—c = 77.9-85.3%).

The following compositional variables were also rated in the photographs of the archi-
tectural tourist attractions: natural physical—sky (without clouds), clouds, water, rocks,
and others (exposed soil, sand, etc.); natural biological—trees, non-arboreal vegetation, and
others (animals, etc.); anthropic built—buildings and enclosures, streets and pavements,
urban furniture, visible infrastructure (lights, fences, etc.), commercial signs, and others;
and anthropic mobile—motorized vehicles (cars, buses, motorcycles, etc.), people, and
others (non-motorized vehicles, etc.). Taking them into account, the authors determined
their proportions in the images (Figure 3). The elements in the photographs were measured
using AutoCAD 2024 software (Autodesk Inc., San Francisco, CA, USA) and tabulated
proportionally in Excel spreadsheets (Microsoft Corp., Redmond, WA, USA).

EMPIRE
STATE COLOSSEUM 3 BUCKINGHAM BLUE MOSQUE 5

4
BUILDING 2 PALACE

" nﬁ,t

Caption:

NATURAL PHYSICAL NATURAL BIOLOGICAL ANTHROPIC BUILT ANTHROPIC MOBILE
sky
clouds

ater

trees
non-arboreal vegetation
others (animals, etc.)

streets and pavements people
urban furniture others (non-motorized

buildings and enclosures = motorized vehicles

rocks visible infrastructure vehicles, etc.)
others (exposed earth, commercial signs
sand, etc.) others

Figure 3. Edited photographs of selected architectural landmarks, considering the compositional
variables of the location. Sources: Based on ! [62], 2 [63], 3 [64], 4 [65], and. ® [66].

3.4. Evaluation of Representative Images: Immediate Surroundings

In the first step of the second stage of Phase 2 (see Figure 1), the photographs of the
vicinities corresponded to the same five previously defined, but with and without the
tourist icon (Figure 4) and with the architectural feature removed using Adobe Photoshop
2023 software (Adobe Inc., San Jose, CA, USA).
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EMPIRE
STATE COLOSSEUM 3 BUCKINGHAM BLUE MOSQUE 5

4
BUILDING 2 PALACE

Figure 4. Edited photographs of the sites of the selected architectural landmarks with the exclusion
of the monument. Sources: Based on ! [62], 2 [63], 3 [64], # [65], and ° [66].

In the second step of the same phase, the images of the immediate surroundings with
and without the reference architecture (see Figures 2 and 4) were interpreted using the
same Delphi Technique by 17 professionals from the field of urban planning and through
173 anonymous questionnaires completed by respondents of the public with international
experience, to measure recognition (binary responses—yes or no) of the site (descriptive
consensus values among urban planners ranged up to 75.0%).

The questionnaires were structured into three sections. The first focused on the
respondent’s profile—gender, age group, place of residence, nationality, educational level,
academic background, and current occupation. The second addressed the analysis of
photographs of five architectural monuments (attractiveness rated on a scale of 1 to 10) as
well as their urban contexts (evaluated using the same scale).

The third section was devoted to the recognition of spaces, with closed-ended questions
(yes; no, but familiar through media; no, never seen before). Following this, respondents were
presented with three perceptual options regarding the urban context (closed-ended, whether
it matched their expectations, or whether it was positively or negatively surprising) and were
asked to provide justifications for their answers (open-ended question).

The public survey, based on a probabilistic method of simple random sampling in
which each populational element has the same chance of being chosen [52], was made
available on social media (WhatsApp and Instagram), taking into account the world’s
demographic contingent at that time (8.2 billion individuals) [74]. The target group included
travelers (estimated at under 20%, i.e., 1.6 billion) over the age of 15—that is, those capable
of reasonably interpreting the questions (also estimated at under 20% of the latter quantity,
i.e., 320 million).

Therefore, the sample of participants in the anonymized public survey has a 90%
confidence level, with an approximate sampling error of 6.2%. The predominant character-
istics of those consulted were: gender—female (56.6%), relatively close to global averages
of the female population (around 50% at that time) [75]; age range—between 30 and
59 years old (50.3%), included in the age bracket most common worldwide (approximately
30.5 years) [75]; education—completed higher education (36.0%), disregarding postgrad-
uate levels, which together account for 37.0%; qualifications—40 different professions,
most of them in the Social Science and Humanities fields (50.0%); current occupations—a
prevalence of students (25.9%), retired people (18.5%), and architects and urban planners
(18.5%). The same 173 respondents from public consultation answered questions about
previous visits to the locations, the perceptions of those who have or have not visited the
sites, and the attractiveness of locations photographed with and without the architectural
icons (third step).

The evaluation of the photographic attributes of the tourist attraction surroundings
without the architectural features was also carried out by the same 15 photographers
and 17 urban planners using the Delphi Technique. These analyses were performed
based on the characteristics of images [71,72], with corresponding descriptive consensus
(c) values for each variable: imagery (technical quality—composition and production—
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¢ = 75.2-84.3% for photographers; c = 78.6-82.3% for urban planners), geographical
(spatial-temporal representation—place and date—c = 75.5-86.0% for photographers;

= 78.8%-80.7% for urban planners), physical (stability conditions—fixed objects—
¢ =75.1-86.5% for photographers; ¢ = 77.8-81.4% for urban planners), figurative (ephemer-
ality attributes—moving or changing elements—c = 76.5-83.6% for photographers;
¢ = 75.8-84.0% for urban planners), and thematic (symbolic representativeness—meaning—
¢ =76.4-87.0% for photographers; c = 77.6-82.1% for urban planners).

3.5. Evaluation of Representative Images: Urbanized Contexts

The first step of this third stage of the second phase (see Figure 1) was conducted by
the arrangement of images available on Google Street View from 2021, taken near street
junctions and aligned with the road axes, resulting in 16 photographs per landmark and 80
in total (Figure 5).

EMPIRE STATE BUCKINGHAM BLUE MOSQUE,
EIFFEL TOWER BUILDING COLOSSEUM PALACE ISTANBUL

ar-Nae 94 e -
QIM%! o sl i W uﬁ?‘m!‘ GIE—.J it o PR,

Figure 5. Selected images of urbanized contexts near the architectural landmarks. Sources: Based on

Google Earth (2021) (image above; vertical projection) and Google Street View (2021) (image below;
at observer level).

The images of the urbanized contexts were also rated by the authors, who determined
the proportions of the same compositional variables previously classified as natural physical
(abiotic) and biological (biotic), and anthropic built and mobile. Taking them into account
(Figure 6), the elements in the images were also measured using AutoCAD 2024 software
and tabulated proportionally in Excel spreadsheets.

EMPIRE STATE
BUILDING

BUCKINGHAM

EIFFEL TOWER ‘ PALACE

COLOSSEUM, ‘ ‘ BLUE MOSQUE

Caption:
NATURAL PHYSICAL NATURAL BIOLOGICAL ANTHROPIC BUILT ANTHROPIC MOBILE
sky trees buildings and enclosures motorized vehicles
clouds | non-arboreal vegetation streets and pavements people
ater | others (animals, etc.) urban furniture others (non-motorized
ocks visible infrastructure vehicles, etc.)
others (exposed earth, commercial signs
sand, etc.) others

Figure 6. Edited photographs of the urban contexts of selected architectural landmarks, considering
the compositional variables of the location. Sources: Based on Google Street View (2021).
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3.6. Methodological Considerations: Descriptive Statistical Outcomes

Complementing the research procedures, a general descriptive statistical analysis of
the collected data was conducted. It should be emphasized that the assessment was of
a general and merely supplementary nature, organized by study objects (Eiffel Tower,
Empire State Building, Colosseum, Buckingham Palace, and Blue Mosque), expert respon-
dents (photographers, architects, and urban planners), components of images related to
architectural landmark and urbanized surroundings, recognition of the tourist icons and
their sites (responses from experts and the public), and attractiveness (with or without
the monument).

From the experts’ analysis (Table 1), the comparative evaluation of the photographs
of the location of the monuments demonstrates consistent descriptive statistical patterns.
For the Eiffel Tower, mean values remain stable across conditions, yet dispersion increases
without the structure, indicating heightened heterogeneity.

The Empire State Building exhibits nearly identical distributions, with coinciding
medians and uniform ranges, reflecting stability. In contrast, the Colosseum shows reduced
averages with the monument present but greater variability, while absence yields positive
skewness and broader ranges, suggesting diverse visual outcomes.

Regarding Buckingham Palace, lower means accompany higher variability when in-
cluded, whereas exclusion elevates the median and reduces dispersion, pointing to more
consistent distributions. The Blue Mosque reveals higher averages and lower variability
with the monument, while absence narrows the range, highlighting uniformity. Overall,
these findings underscore how architectural landscapes’ presence systematically influ-
ences both central tendency and dispersion, producing distinct statistical profiles across
tourist icons.

When interpreting the locational components of photographic representation, evalu-
ated according to compositional variables for icons (architectural landmarks) and urbanized
surroundings (Table 2), overall, the comparative descriptive analysis demonstrates that
while mean values remain virtually identical across monuments, measures of dispersion
and distributional shape reveal notable contrasts. The Eiffel Tower and Colosseum consis-
tently display higher variability, with enlarged deviations, variances, and ranges, indicating
greater heterogeneity in visual records.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistical values of analysis variables of photographs with and without the architectural tourist attractions by the experts participating in the

Delphi Technique.
EIFFEL TOWER EMPIRE STATE BUILDING COLOSSEUM BUCKINGHAM PALACE BLUE MOSQUE
WITH WITHOUT WITH WITHOUT WITH WITHOUT WITH WITHOUT WITH WITHOUT
2] w [} [}
£ o £ £ ) £ o £ <] o <]
3%} =1 v 3%} <1 3%} =1 v 3%} =1 3%}
= c = = c = c = = c =
STATISTIC 2 = = = 2 = = 2 = ks = 2 2 = 8 &
o - (W - o - (W o - (W - 9 - [ 4 -
= & = & £ & = = & z & = & = £ &
%é %E %g %E %é %E £ %é E %g %E %é %E %g %é E
o < o kgl o~ o < o o< ~ a9 Ry o< - a9 o< ~
Mean 329.28 329.43 299.56 299.56 327.96 340.17 302.62 302.62 272.06 339.10 311.68 311.68 290.64 334.13 236.46 236.46 341.38 370.23 204.96 204.96
Standard
error 19.50 45.54 19.73 19.73 6.47 20.38 23.57 23.57 18.04 7.65 44.44 44.44 19.39 12.72 16.03 16.03 18.89 5.63 8.10 8.10
Median 346.70 367.00 311.70 311.70 320.00 354.80 329.50 329.50 286.80 346.70 276.40 276.40 306.60 346.10 229.50 229.50 340.10 373.80 211.80 211.80
?1?\2:31(‘31 43.61 78.87 44.12 44.12 14.48 35.30 52.71 52.71 40.34 13.25 99.37 99.37 43.37 22.04 35.84 35.84 42.23 9.75 18.12 18.12
xsfzfilfr{se 1901.58 6220.86 1946.52 1946.52  209.58 1246.30 277836 277836 162743 175.57 9873.46 9873.46 1880.60 485.70 1284.69 1284.69 1783.74 95.10 328.22 328.22
Skewness —-1.96 —1.66 —-1.03 —1.03 0.56 —1.54 —0.78 —0.78 —0.17 —-1.73 2.15 2.15 —1.42 —-1.72 —0.07 —0.07 —1.24 —1.43 —1.05 —1.05
Range 106.60 143.70 120.40 120.40 33.50 65.90 119.00 119.00 93.20 23.00 235.20 235.20 106.70 38.90 94.10 94.10 106.60 18.50 48.10 48.10

Minimum 25330  238.80 22950 22950 31320 29990 22940 22940 226.80 323.80 25290 25290 220.00 30870 18820 18820 27340 35920 176.50  176.50
Maximum 359.90 38250 34990 34990 34670 365.80 34840 34840 320.00 346.80 488.10 488.10 326.70 347.60 28230 28230  380.00 377.70  224.60 224.60

Sum 1646.40 988.30  1497.80 1497.80 1639.80 1020.50 1513.10 1513.10 1360.30 1017.30 1558.40 1558.40 1453.20 1002.40 118230 118230 1706.90 1110.70 1024.80 1024.80
Source: Based on the methodological procedures adopted (see Section 3. Materials and Methods) and the findings obtained (see Section 4. Results).
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Table 2. Descriptive statistical values of locational components of photographic representations accord-
ing to their compositional variables for icons (architectural landmarks) and urbanized surroundings.

EIFFEL EMPIRE STATE BUCKINGHAM BLUE
TOWER BUILDING COLOSSEUM PALACE MOSQUE

Icon

Urban Icon Urban Icon Urban Icon Urban Icon Urban

Mean 0.059 0.059 0.059 0.059 0.058 0.059 0.059 0.059 0.059 0.059
Standard error 0.038 0.025 0.038 0.031 0.028 0.021 0.029 0.022 0.024 0.022
Median 0.006 0.005 0.003 0.023 0.001 0.014 0.000 0.012 0.007 0.007
Standard deviation 0.157 0.105 0.155 0.127 0.115 0.087 0.118 0.089 0.100 0.092
Sample variance 0.025 0.011 0.024 0.016 0.013 0.008 0.014 0.008 0.010 0.008
Kurtosis 15.513 2.554 10.620 13.598 5.530 1.398 2.646 0.908 1.205 1.533
Skewness 3.878 1.889 3.209 3.570 2.443 1.578 1.947 1.479 1.594 1.572
Range 0.655 0.338 0.603 0.528 0.408 0.280 0.372 0.278 0.308 0.297
Minimum 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Maximum 0.656 0.338 0.603 0.528 0.408 0.280 0.372 0.278 0.308 0.297

Source: Based on the methodological procedures adopted (see Section 3. Materials and Methods) and the findings
obtained (see Section 4. Results).

In contrast, the Empire State Building and the Blue Mosque exhibit tighter clustering
and reduced spread, reflecting more stable and uniform outcomes. Median values fluc-
tuate across sites, with lower central points for the Colosseum and Buckingham Palace
and slightly elevated ones for the North American structure, suggesting differences in
compositional balance.

In addition to central tendency, shape descriptors reveal distinct statistical signatures.
Extreme kurtosis in the Eiffel Tower and Colosseum denotes heavy-tailed distributions,
while flatter profiles in the Blue Mosque and Buckingham Palace suggest more even
distributions. Positive skewness is present in all cases, though more pronounced for the first
and the second icons, reinforcing asymmetry toward higher values. Taken together, these
findings underscore how the presence of monuments systematically influences variability,
symmetry, and distributional form, producing differentiated measure profiles across iconic
and urban contexts.

When organizing the data according to recognition of the locations (Table 3), the
descriptive statistical assessment reveals remarkable consistency in central tendency, with
mean and median values fixed at 50,000 across all monuments and respondent groups.
This uniformity suggests a stable baseline in photographic representation. However,
measures of dispersion vary considerably: experts generally report lower standard errors
and deviations, while public responses display much wider variability, particularly for the
Blue Mosque and Colosseum. These differences indicate that professional evaluations are
more homogeneous, whereas public perceptions introduce greater uncertainty and spread.

Aside from dispersion, the range and variance further emphasize contrasting descrip-
tive patterns. Expert judgments remain relatively narrow, with minimum and maximum
values clustered close to the mean, reflecting controlled assessments. In contrast, public con-
sultation produces broader ranges and substantially higher variances, underlining diverse
interpretations and less consistent recognition. Taken together, these findings demonstrate
that while central measures remain stable, the distributional properties diverge sharply
between expert and public groups, underscoring the influence of methodological expertise
on statistical reliability in locational recognition studies.

Finally, the descriptive analysis of the data on the attractiveness of the location with
and without architectural landmarks (Table 4) indicates remarkable uniformity in central
tendency, with mean and median values consistently aligned across monuments, regardless
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of the presence or absence of tourist icons. However, measures of dispersion reveal notable
contrasts: standard errors and deviations are considerably higher for the Colosseum
and Blue Mosque, pointing to greater variability, while the Empire State Building and
Buckingham Palace exhibit tighter clustering, reflecting more consistent assessments.

Table 3. Descriptive statistical values of locational recognition of photographic representation based

on responses from experts participating in the Delphi Technique and through public consultation.

msme otk PWRESISE colossmu  PUCSNGIAVT Bt
Experts Public Experts Public Experts Public Experts Public Experts Public
Mean 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000
Standard error 2.900 22.800 8.800 38.400 8.800 24.000 20.600 37.900 50.000 48.800
Median 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000
Standard deviation 4.101 32.244 12.445 54.306 12.445 33.941 29.133 53.599 70.711 69.014
Sample variance 16.820 1039.680 154.880 2949.120 154.880 1152.000 848.720 2872.820  5000.000  4762.880
Range 5.800 45.600 17.600 76.800 17.600 48.000 41.200 75.800 100.000 97.600
Minimum 47.100 27.200 41.200 11.600 41.200 26.000 29.400 12.100 0.000 1.200
Maximum 52.900 72.800 58.800 88.400 58.800 74.000 70.600 87.900 100.000 98.800

Source: Based on the methodological procedures adopted (see Section 3. Materials and Methods) and the findings
obtained (see Section 4. Results).

Table 4. Descriptive statistical values of attractiveness of location photographs with and without the

tourist icons reported by respondents from public consultation.

With/Without With/Without With/Without With/Without With/Without

Tourist Icons Tourist Icons Tourist Icons Tourist Icons Tourist Icons
Mean 833.050 772.000 780.500 836.200 817.650
Standard error 91.750 45.100 123.600 43.200 104.550
Median 833.050 772.000 780.500 836.200 817.650
Standard deviation 129.754 63.781 174.797 61.094 147.856
Sample variance 16,836.125 4068.020 30,553.920 3732.480 21,861.405
Range 183.500 90.200 247.200 86.400 209.100
Minimum 741.300 726.900 656.900 793.000 713.100
Maximum 924.800 817.100 904.100 879.400 922.200
Sum 1666.100 1544.000 1561.000 1672.400 1635.300

Source: Based on the methodological procedures adopted (see Section 3. Materials and Methods) and the findings
obtained (see Section 4. Results).

Variance values reinforce these differences, with the Colosseum showing the widest
spread, whereas Buckingham Palace demonstrates more controlled distributions. Beyond
dispersion, range and extremities further emphasize divergent outcomes. The Eiffel Tower
and Blue Mosque display broader ranges between minimum and maximum values, high-
lighting pronounced heterogeneity, while the Empire State Building and Buckingham
Palace maintain narrower intervals, suggesting more uniform recognition.

The sums mirror the stability of central measures, remaining close across monuments.
Taken together, these findings underscore that although averages remain constant, vari-
ability and distributional breadth differ substantially, revealing how monument presence
influences descriptive statistical reliability.

The methodological procedures outlined above aim to ensure transparency throughout
the process and to guarantee the reproducibility of the study. At the same time, they serve
to facilitate the understanding of the scientific findings presented below.
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4. Results

Integrated analysis of the selected photographs, immediate surroundings, and urban
contexts of the tourist icons based on the application of the previous methodological
procedures is summarized in the following subsections.

4.1. Integrated Analysis of the Representative Images: Architectural Landmarks

This subsection presents overall ratings for the analytical variables relating to the
photographic images. The Blue Mosque is rated highest of the five locations by the pho-
tographers (1706.9), with better relative evaluations in the following categories: physical
(stability condition of fixed objects—380.0), geographical (spatial-temporal representation
of place and date—373.3), and thematic (symbolic representativeness of meaning—340.1)
(Table 5).

Table 5. Rating matrix of analysis variables for photographs of architectural tourist attractions by the
experts (photographers) participating in the Delphi Technique.

PHOTOGRAPH

CATEGORY VARIABLE

Empire State
Building
Colosseum
Buckingham

Imagery Composition and

(technical quality) production 339.9 226.8 279.9 340.1 1540.0
Geographical

(spatial-temporal Place and date 359.9 320.0 293.3 326.7 1673.2
representation)

Physical . .

(stability conditions) Fixed objects 346.7 346.7 286.8 306.6 1666.8
Figurative Moving or

(ephemerality attributes) changing elements 293:3 2334 2200 2734 12933
Thematic

(symbolic Meaning 333.2 320.0 320.0 320.0 1633.3
representativeness)

TOTAL 1646.4 1639.8 1360.3 14532 1706.9 -

Source: Based on answers to the specific questionnaire. Notes: XXX: highest relative value per category. XXX:

lowest relative value per category. XXX : highest relative value per building. XXX : lowest relative value
per building.

The Colosseum scores lowest (1360.3) and, apart from the figurative category, receives
the lowest ranking. Overall, this class of ephemerality attributes of moving or changing
elements has the lowest rating (1293.3), despite being the highest for the Empire State
Building photograph (313.2), with geography (spatial-temporal representation of place and
date) rated highest (1673.2). The Eiffel Tower rates highest in terms of imagery (technical
quality of composition and production) (353.3).

In short, the elements that stand out are the place depicted in the photograph and
the result of its trajectory over the years. People and other components that appear only
occasionally are less representative. These results align with the argument regarding the
relevance of the touristic visibility of heritage sites [76], but they contrast with findings
concerning the presence of individuals in images being attractive for tourist locations [77].

Regarding the Vitruvian variables in the same images, the architects again award the
highest total points to the Blue Mosque (1110.7), mainly due to the categories of venustas
(form/beauty—377.7) and firmitas (structure/solidity—359.2) (Table 6). At the other end of
the scale, the Eiffel Tower is rated lowest (988.3), due to utilitas (function/utility—238.8.6).
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Table 6. Rating matrix of Vitruvian analysis variables in the photographs of architectural tourist

attractions rated by the experts (architects) participating in the Delphi Technique.

PHOTOGRAPH
U
3 £ &
» o 5 <
CATEGORY VARIABLE v £ £ S o
B s E
g c 3w
S --] @) [~=J-W
Structure (firmitas)  Solidity 382.5 365.8 346.8 347.6 373.8 1816.5
Form (venustas) Beauty 367.0 299.9 346.7 308.7 377.7 1700.0

Function (utilitas) ~ Utility 238.8 354.8 323.8 346.1 8598 1622.7

TOTAL 988.3 1020.5 1017.3 1002.4 1110.7 _

Source: Based on answers to the specific questionnaire. Notes: XXX: highest relative value per category. XXX:

lowest relative value per category. XXX : highest relative value per building. XXX : lowest relative value
per building.

In general, firmitas (structure/solidity—1816.5) prevails, while utilitas (function/utility—
1622.7) is rated lowest. The limited sample size reveals descriptive statistical variability, especially
in the case of the Eiffel Tower. There is an emphasis on the constructive character of the architec-
tural work associated with the adoption of materials, which should be related to sustainable
practices [78]. On the other hand, there is less consideration of the use of space, linked to local
functionality, which might indicate design flaws pertinent to spatial performance [79].

The evaluation of the image components (Table 7) demonstrates a predominance of
natural physical components (42.6%), with a strong presence of sky (36.6%), notably for the
Eiffel Tower (65.6% of the photo), followed by clouds (5.0%), more prominent for the Blue
Mosque (17.1% of the photo). However, perception can be influenced by changes in the
landscape due to daily and seasonal variations in sky and cloud conditions [80].

Table 7. Rating matrix of compositional variables in photographs of architectural tourist attractions

according to proportionality in the images.

PHOTOGRAPH
U
s g E =a]
N o = = O
CATEGORY VARIABLE o & v c <
2= 2 £y o
&2 S 3 5
S 8 S R <
Sky o,
65.6% 8.4% 40.8% 37.2% 30.8% 36.6%
(cloudless)
N 1 ohvsical Clouds 0.9% 1.5% 5.5% 0.0% 17.1% 5.0%
atural physica Water 2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8%
(abiotic) components
Rocks 0.6% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
Others o o o o o o
(exposed soil, sand, etc.) 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Trees 9.9% 0.3% 9.6% 9.8% 22.4% 10.4%
Natural biological Non-arboreal vegetation 4.2% 0.0% 5.3% 28.8% 3.6% 8.4%
(biotic) components
Others 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

(animals, etc.)
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Table 7. Cont.

PHOTOGRAPH
[
s £ :
» o 5 =
CATEGORY VARIABLE @ £ Y c
13- B
£ S &
Buildings and fences 8.1% 60.3% 28.9% 22.1% 20.5% 28.0%
Streets and pavements 4.3% 26.5% 7.7% 0.0% 0.8% 7.9%
Anthropic built grbs? f.ul;mture 0.1% 0.4% 0.1% 0.4% 0.0% 0.2%
components sible Infrastructure 0.3% 0.4% 0.6% 0.5% 0.7% 0.5%
(light fittings, wiring, etc.)
Commercial signs 0.6% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.4%
Others 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 3.0% 0.8%

Motorized vehicles

0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.2%
Anthropi bil (cars, buses, motorcycles, etc.)
nthropic mobile
P People 0.3% 1.5% 0.8% 0.0% 0.4% 0.7%
components
Others 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

(non-motorized vehicles, etc.)

Source: Based on measurement of the variables in the specific photograph. Notes: XXX : highest averages and
relative values per building (equal to or above 5.0%).

Anthropic-built components are rated at 37.7%, due to the substantial presence of
buildings and fences (28.0%), especially in the image of the Empire State Building (60.3%
of the photo). Streets and pavements should also be mentioned (7.9%), which are more
marked for the same example (26.5% of the specific photo), due to the very essence of
the city as a man-made environment. Thus, emphasis is given to the systemic vision of
the ‘socio-eco-evolutionary’ transition associated with global urbanization, at the risk of
reducing urban sustainability [15].

Natural biological components then account for 18.8% of the total, singling out trees
(10.4%), which are highly featured in the Blue Mosque photograph (22.4%). Non-arboreal
vegetation averages 8.4%, standing out in the image of Buckingham Palace (28.8%). In
general, scenes of nature are better processed by the human brain, whereas unnatural
images can sometimes elicit hemodynamic responses of discomfort [81].

Unusually, anthropic mobile components achieve a low rating of 1.0%. This may
reflect the photographer’s choice of framing the object itself, aimed at emphasizing the
composition and the idea to be conveyed to viewers [14]. The following analysis integrates
results by interpreting aspects of the direct urban vicinities of the landmarks studied.

4.2. Integrated Analysis of Representative Images: Immediate Surrounding

Table 8 shows a notable lack of recognition of the photograph locations with the tourist
attractions removed (74.5% of the total), especially by urban planners participating in the
Delphi Technique (64.7%). Almost all the participants were unable to identify the Blue
Mosque (100.0% of the experts and 98.8% of the public), while the urban space of the
Empire State Building was recognized by 58.8% of the former and the Eiffel Tower by 27.2%
of the latter.

Despite the Empire State Building being a highly visited and widely publicized tourist
attraction, eight of the ten urban planners (80.0%) who said they recognized its location
correctly identified the city of New York. From the public consultation, 47 respondents
identified the location of the Eiffel Tower, with 37 replies (78.7%) accurately naming the
French capital. These participants were more accurate in relation to the Colosseum, with 39
out of 45 correct references for Rome.
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Table 8. Rating matrix of photograph locations recognition without the architectural tourist at-
tractions by the experts (urban planners) in the Delphi Technique and by respondents through
public consultation.

SITEWITHOUT ARCHITECTURAL FEATURE

[+)]
5 g E
o 5 s
= 4 =
S ° ~ g
ANSWER g5 g g =
|Sajyaal @) M Ay
v £
= g
*<
=¥ =
No 529 72.8 412 88.4 58.8 74.0 70.6 879 1000 988 745
Yes 471 579 58.8 11.6 412 26.0 294 12.1 00 12 255

Source: Based on answers to the specific questionnaire. Notes: XXX : highest value for affirmative answers per

type of inquiry. XXX : highest value for negative answers by type of inquiry.

The evaluation of image variables for the tourist attraction surroundings without the
architectural features demonstrated that the photographers rated the Colosseum (1558.4)
higher than other sites (Table 9). In contrast, photos with the monument were rated lowest,
at 1360.3 (see Table 4). At the other end of the spectrum, the Blue Mosque location, which
previously ranked highest (1706.9), now ranks lowest (1024.8).

Table 9. Rating matrix for analysis variables of photographs of tourist attraction surroundings without
their architectural features by the experts (photographers) participating in the Delphi Technique.

PHOTOGRAPH

Y

s £ :

» e 5 <

CATEGORY VARIABLE o £ 2 S o

&3 k- <=

g5 = =B

M= M o R A
Image.ry . Composition and production 349.9 341.2 258.7 258.7 224.6 1433.1
(technical quality)
Geographical
(spatial-temporal Place and date 311.7 348.4 282.3 282.3 200.1 1424.8
representation)
Physical Fixed objects 3125 329.5 488.1 2295 2118 15714
(stability conditions)
Figurative . .
(ephemerality attributes) Moving or changing elements 229.5 229.4 252.9 188.2 176.5 1076.5
Thematic
(symbolic Meaning 294.2 264.6 276.4 223.6 211.8 1270.6
representativeness)

ToTAL RV 1513.1 1558.4 1182.3 10248 -

Source: Based on answers to the specific questionnaire. Notes: XXX: highest relative value per category. XXX:

lowest relative value per category. XXX : highest relative value per building. XXX : lowest relative value
per building.

Overall, the physical category (stability conditions of fixed objects), which placed

second for the official image (1666.8) (see Table 5), is now the highest rated (1571.4),
with the Colosseum standing out (488.1). On the other hand, the figurative category
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(ephemerality attributes of moving or changing elements) is rated lowest for photographs
with the architectural features (1293.3) and for those without them (1076.5).

This result demonstrates the importance of the presence of tourist icons in official
photos, as they can change experts’ perceptions in relation to the images. For a long
time, seeing has not been synonymous with believing [4], as photographs can be falsified
and manipulated, and given recent technological advances, reality is no longer necessary
for them to appear authentic, which confirms the contrast between real and unknown
components in photographic scenes.

As a result, the rationale of representing objects and their relationship with lived
experience and constructed space is superimposed on the perception of the local and its
trajectory over time. However, the occasional presence of people and other components
remains less remarkable, except for the visibility of heritage elements [76].

The photographs of urban surroundings most highly rated by urban planners in
terms of analysis variables are those of Buckingham Palace (1528.9) (Table 10), which the
photographers rate second to last (1182.3) (see Table 9). Coinciding with this view, the
Blue Mosque’s urban context is rated lowest in all categories (a total of 1288.0), except for
figurative (ephemerality attributes of moving or changing elements), whose lowest rating
(217.7) goes to the Eiffel Tower.

Table 10. Rating matrix for analysis variables of photographs of tourist attraction surroundings with-

out their architectural features by the experts (urban planners) participating in the Delphi Technique.

PHOTOGRAPH

[

3 E :

N b = <

CATEGORY VARIABLE o & ] c

R ] =

8= S S =

g3 ° 3

S --] @) == J-W
Image‘ry . Composition and production 276.3 300.0 276.5 300.0 247.1 1399.9
(technical quality)
Geographical
(spatial-temporal Place and date 300.0 274.6 288.2 305.8 270.5 1439.1
representation)
Physical Fixed objects 3235 2941 2706 3000 2705  1458.7

(stability conditions)

Figurative
(ephemerality attributes)

Moving or changing elements 217.7 300.0 264.7 329.1 246.8 1358.3

Thematic
(symbolic representativeness)

Meaning 276.3 317.6 276.5 294.0 253.1 1417.5

IV VNl 13938 14863 13765 15289  1288.0 -

Source: Based on answers to the specific questionnaire. Notes: XXX: highest relative value per category. XXX:

lowest relative value per category. XXX : highest relative value per building. XXX : lowest relative value
per building.

Overall, the physical category (stability conditions of fixed objects) is also rated highest
(1458.7) by urban planners, with emphasis on the Eiffel Tower (323.5). On the other hand,
the figurative category (ephemerality attributes of moving or changing elements) is again
rated lowest (1358.3), despite being emphasized by Buckingham Palace (329.1). Once more,
the importance of the representation of objects and their relationship with urban experience
is reaffirmed, especially in historical sites [82], as well as the lesser relevance of the presence
of people and other mobile components.
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4.3. Integrated Analysis of Representative Images: Urban Contexts

The proportions of image components from the urban contexts of tourist attractions
taken from Google Street View (2021) at nearby road junctions (Table 11) indicate the
marked presence of buildings and enclosures (25.0%), especially in New York (52.8% of
the specific photos) and a prevalence of anthropic built components (45.3%). The existence
of streets and pavements is also notable (17.5%), especially in Paris (26.0% of the specific
photos). These results are to be expected given the progressively anthropic essence of
city landscapes [15], but it is worth noting that these items rank second in the official
photographs (37.7%) (see Table 10).

Table 11. Rating matrix of compositional variables in photographs of urban contexts of tourist

attractions according to proportionality in the images.

PHOTOGRAPH
(7]
5 & ; -
N oo 5 = Q
CATEGORY VARIABLE o £ o 2. <
a2 & E3 s
E2 S B & <
Sky o) O, () O, o, 0,
19.4% 3.4% 28.0%  80%  159%  149%
(cloudless)
- Clouds 1.4% 0.0% 49%  157%  7.8%  6.0%
Natural physica Water 00%  00%  00%  00%  00%  0.0%
(abiotic) components
Rocks 0.0% 0.0% 05%  0.0%  00%  0.1%
Others o, O, o, o, 0, O,
(exposed soil, sand, etc) 0.2% 0.0% 15%  12%  03%  0.6%
Trees 33.8% 8.1% 193%  27.8%  29.7%  23.7%
Natural biological Non-arboreal vegetation 2.8% 0.5% 24%  3.0%  53% = 2.8%

(biotic) components Others

. 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
(animals, etc.)

Buildings and fences 10.9% 52.8% 202%  20.0%  209%  25.0%
Streets and pavements 26.0% 12.9% 129%  192%  16.6%  17.5%
. . Urban furniture 0.1% 2.4% 1.0% 1.2% 0.7% 1.1%
Anthropic built Visible infrastract
components o ASHUEILTE 02%  12%  14%  08%  08%  0.9%
(light fittings, wiring, etc.)
Commercial signs 0.5% 2.3% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.6%
Others 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.5% 0.2%
Motorized vehicles 38%  90%  12%  16%  00%  3.1%
Anthropi bil (cars, buses, motorcycles, etc.)
oI MOBE " people 08%  43%  67%  07%  15%  2.8%
components
Others

(non-motorized vehicles, etc.) 0.1% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5%

Source: Based on measurement of the variables in the specific photograph. Notes: XXX : highest averages and
relative values per building (equal to or above 5.0%).

This is followed by natural biological components (26.7%), with the presence of trees
(29.7%) being particularly important for Paris, Istanbul, and London (33.8%, 29.7%, and
27.8% of photos, respectively). It should be noted that biotic elements are only rated third
for the official images (18.8%) (see Table 10). Urban arborization can mitigate environ-
mental and social problems in cities based on appropriate planting programs, monitoring,
management, and studies of long-term eco-evolutionary dynamics [83].
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Ranked first for the official images (42.6%) (see Table 10), natural physical components
rated third for the urban contexts (21.6%), again with a predominance of the presence of
sky (14.9%), particularly for the Colosseum (28.0% of photos), followed by clouds (6.0%).
This reiterates the point about the changeability of celestial sphere conditions and effects
on perception due to daytime and seasonal changes [80].

It is also unusual to note that the anthropic mobile components, amounting to a low
overall proportion of 1.0% in the official images (see Table 10), are rated at 6.4%, with
an emphasis on motorized vehicles in New York and people in Rome (9.0% and 6.7% of
photographs, respectively). But the restrictions imposed on urban mobility by the COVID-
19 pandemic should not be forgotten, which certainly influenced how some of the images
were taken.

Among the respondents, the Colosseum demonstrated the highest visitor figures
(20.8%) and the Blue Mosque the lowest (2.3%). Approximately 86.7% of respondents from
the public have never visited the five architectural icons studied, and 25.0% have never
seen them at all (Figure 7), while 61.7% of those who have not visited recognized the sites
through the media, which highlights the importance of these resources for the tourism
sector [84].

Yes No, but known through No, never seen
communication media
PREVIOUSLY VISITED

100.0 1000

90.0 90.0

80.0 742 80.0

700 700

60.0

50.0

400

300

100.0
90.0

80.0

700 o

60.0

% 500
400

200 133
P |
00 + + d

Positively surprised As imagined Negatively surprised Positively surprised As imagined Negatively surprised

632
600
% 500
400
199 00 243
200 -
E - 1 =

PERCEPTIONS OF THOSE WHO HAVE VISITED PERCEPTIONS OF THOSE WHO HAVE NEVER VISITED

Figure 7. Proportionality graphs of responses through public consultation regarding the presence
of the architectural icons studied in the photographed locations. Source: Based on answers to the
specific questionnaire.

The architectural sites generally provide a positive surprise both for those who have
traveled to them (74.2%) and for those who have not (63.2%). Approximately 19.9%
interpreted them as previously imagined, with this percentage rising to 24.3% for those
who have not visited. In this sense, tourists’ imagination is sometimes more important than
a true representation of the destination [85].

Respondents from public consultation found that changes in the attractiveness of the
locations photographed with and without the architectural icons are most meaningful for
the Colosseum (37.6%), which is ranked lowest without the building (656.9) (Table 12), in
comparison to Buckingham Palace, which is ranked highest (793.0).
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Table 12. Rating matrix for attractiveness of locations photographed with and without the architec-

tural icons, according to respondents from public consultation.

RESPONSE

Buckingham

Empire State
Palace

Building

Without architectural icon 741.3 726.9 656.9 793.0 713.1
With architectural icon 924.8 817.1 904.1 879.4 922.2

DIFFERENCE 24.8% 12.4% 37.6% 10.9% 29.3%

Source: Based on answers to the specific questionnaire. Notes: XXX : highest value per type of answer. XXX :
lowest value per type of answer.

The Empire State Building (817.1) is ranked lowest in the images with monuments,
while the Eiffel Tower is classified as highest (924.8). This disparity reveals the importance
of the presence of architectural landmarks in these locations, with values increasing by an
average of 23.0%.

The previous results, relating to the analysis of the selected photographs and urban
contexts of the tourist icons, allow for integrated reflections. This analysis enables debates
of premises and propositions for the guidance of city planners and managers, and especially
for all communication professionals.

5. Discussion

With the aim of connecting the central themes of the study, the prior outcomes are
employed to formulate proposals for planning, management, and communication processes.
The interactions between photography, architecture, and the city are interpreted as a
foundation for identifying improvements in the perceptual dimensions of each location
and can be replicated in any other site.

5.1. Photographic Representation

In terms of the variables of the photos themselves, the figurative category (ephemer-
ality attributes of moving or changing elements) is the least valued by experts, be they
photographers (for the official image and for the same photo without the reference building)
or urban planners (for representation of the surroundings). Nevertheless, for the former,
geographical (spatial-temporal representation of place and date) and physical (stability
conditions of fixed objects) are rated highest for scenes with and without the tourist icon,
while the latter is endorsed by the urban planners for the built environment. More attention
therefore needs to be paid to the presence of people and other transient components in the
representation of the real space (figurative category), which might otherwise affect visitors’
enjoyment of their experiences in the place itself [49,50,80,85].

With the goal of improving the cognition of individuals and collectives through the
narratives of images, enhancements can also be made in terms of technical quality (imagery
category—composition and photographic production) and symbolic representativeness (the-
matic category—meaning) [12,14,22,23]. Regardless of when a photograph is taken, the scene
will be seen through the eyes of the photographer, who makes certain choices [31]. As the
professional generally strives for the best possible technical quality, this can often be beneficial
for the city depicted, but it can restrict visitors” perception of the urban environment.

The findings emphasize that the theory of visual representation must encompass not
only static and enduring components of imagery but also transient aspects that shape
perceptual engagement. The fact that the figurative dimension is the least valued by
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specialists exposes a conceptual gap, that is, the inclination to prioritize permanence and
technical composition over the inclusion of people and fleeting elements. This observation
suggests that image-based communication, particularly within tourism and urban planning,
should expand its analytical scope to incorporate temporality and fluidity, acknowledging
that collective interpretations of space are conditioned both by material structures and by
momentary vitality.

Moreover, the prominence attributed by experts to attributes such as technical refine-
ment and symbolic resonance contributes to advancing the theoretical framework of visual
representation by underscoring the need to integrate aesthetics and narrative as inseparable
facets of urban interpretation. Photographic records not only document but also construct
meanings that may reinforce or distort the identity of a place. In this regard, the results
broaden theoretical comprehension by demonstrating that representational discourse func-
tions as an articulate process intertwining technique, symbolism, and social perception,
thereby offering valuable insights for public strategies on landscape management and
urban communication aligned with lived experiences.

Due to their artistic, documentary, and narrative dimensions [23,28-30] and their
aesthetic constitution [25], photographic images should broaden knowledge regarding
their capacity to elicit human reactions and emotions [26,31]. In this regard, attention must
be drawn to problems caused by image distortion through artificial intelligence (AI) [32],
including constructed icons.

5.2. Architectural Landmarks

For the Vitruvian variables of architectural photography, the architects find a relative
balance between aspects of solidity (structure—firmitas), beauty (form—uvenustas), and
utility (function—utilitas). The use of space can also be valued; however, it is linked to local
functionality and spatial performance [33,79] and aligned with responses to sustainable
development [34].

As cognitive reference points [35,36], architectural landmarks play a crucial role
in generating urban meaning, shaping identity construction, and reinforcing collective
memory [37], while also impacting citizen well-being [38]. Advances in Al are expected to
enhance generative methods, reducing the risk of visual-semantic hallucination [41].

Substantial changes appear between classifications of compositional variables for
official landmarks and urban contexts. The former demonstrates a prevalence of natu-
ral physical components, notably sky and clouds, whose changing conditions can affect
perception due to daytime and seasonal changes [80]. There is also a predominance of
anthropologically built components, characteristic of the structure of the city landscape [15].

Paradoxically, despite high population density and mass use of motorized vehicles
in urbanized areas, the proportions of anthropogenic mobile components are not marked.
It should be noted that a reduced presence of cars, buses, and motorcycles, for example,
as well as people and other means of active transport, is not expected in urban scenes,
especially in central regions, such as the cities under study.

The evidence advances theoretical perspectives on perception by illustrating how
the studied dimensions—solidity, beauty, and utility—interact with spatial performance
and sustainable functionality to shape cognitive interpretation of architectural imagery.
Landmarks emerge as pivotal reference points that generate urban meaning, reinforce
identity, and sustain collective memory, while simultaneously influencing well-being.

The predominance of natural elements, alongside anthropic structures, demonstrates
how environmental cues shape interpretative baselines, with temporal and seasonal vari-
ations altering experiential engagement. Conversely, the reduced visibility of mobile
components, despite dense populations and vehicular activity, underscores how excep-
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tional circumstances recalibrate perceptual expectations of urban space. These findings
contribute to theoretical models by linking compositional variables to cognitive processing,
thereby enriching understanding of how environmental stimuli and contextual conditions
shape human interpretation of built environments.

One should bear in mind that this can be explained by the exceptional global conditions
when some of the images were taken, due to the restrictions imposed by COVID-19,
especially those related to social isolation. It is worth noting that these adverse conditions
have yet to be overcome by urban planning aimed at the prevention of epidemics in cities,
particularly considering the so-called ‘Pandemic Era’ [86]; it is imperative to reflect on
novel approaches, especially communication, refuting misinformation, and information
pollution [87]. For tourism, the clarity of information is essential to ensuring visitor
satisfaction [85].

5.3. Tourist Icons

Another considerable result achieved is that almost a third of the urban planners did
not recognize the locations photographed. It is important to recall that the images depict
tourist attractions that are highly visited and widely publicized. There is therefore a need
for wider dissemination, focused not just on architecture itself but also on information
about its urban surroundings, as communication offers relevant perspectives for life in the
city [17,88].

The research demonstrates strong relationships between photographic components
and the choices made by the photographer (such as angle, framing, and editing) and the
level of site attractiveness. This can be seen in the higher proportions of sky in almost all
the photos with or without the presence of the monument. Views dominated by natural
elements are better processed by the human brain, unlike anthropized scenes, which give
rise to hemodynamic responses [27,40]. Once again, visitors may be dissatisfied with the
reality of locations when they find conditions to be different due to changing conditions of
nature, for example [75].

In terms of visiting the architectural sites, more than four-fifths of respondents from
the public state that they have not done so before, but little more than 2% are familiar with
the architecture through the media. Ease of access to digital resources, smartphones, and
social networks contributes to new ways of interacting with these spaces, which also affects
their perception [89].

Most of those who have visited the sites and those who have not are positively sur-
prised, which may be related to the prominence of the architectural monument in the images
and the sparseness, or even lack, of photographs on official websites. Effective perception
of the city requires those responsible to disseminate photos that portray the urban reality
and not just the main building, highlighting the social, political, and cultural complexity of
the city, which is, in short, a myriad of places and products of communication [15].

These findings enrich theoretical approaches to tourism communication by demon-
strating how photographic composition, dissemination practices, and digital mediation
shape destination narratives and visitor expectations. The limited recognition of highly
publicized landmarks reveals the need for communicative strategies that extend beyond
architectural icons to encompass surrounding environments, thereby fostering more com-
prehensive urban storytelling. Collectively, these insights advance conceptual models by
linking representational choices to experiential authenticity, underscoring the role of accu-
rate, context-sensitive imagery in strengthening touristic discourse and guiding sustainable
destination management.

Tourism thought evolves systemic perspectives, addressing social, economic, and
environmental dimensions, guiding destination management, and integrating digital in-
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novation with collaborative management [42]. When constructed icons are increasingly
integrated into landscapes, they emphasize atmospheres and experiences [44], while digital
imagery could possibly reshape destination interpretations, innovative approaches, techno-
logical integration, and participatory actions (5-9,16,18], with potential reach of sustainable
development goals [21].

Certain tourist icons are popularized, informed, and interpreted by photographic
representations that condition spatial perception, which is essential for endorsement of
the built space [90]. In other words, the fact that the respondent finds the tourist attraction
more or less famous can influence their perception. Open-ended responses to the public
questionnaire demonstrated pronounced deviations between their understanding of the
sites studied and official dissemination of their respective characteristics, which must be
compatible with the conditions of the urban areas in the neighboring region.

5.4. Urbanized Surroundings

A change in focus is needed, therefore, from urban management strategies using solely
architectural icons to attract tourists to actions based on publicizing and communicating
the whole city. Solutions also need to be found to address the landscape around iconic
buildings, as spaces can only be understood fully once experienced physically, since their
photographic images enable only partial experiences [91]. Such approaches will provide
enjoyable benefits for tourists and residents alike.

In terms of the spatial quality of the urban surroundings of tourist monuments, it
is important to note that places need to be designed to represent the city in its own
complexity, establishing social interaction as one of the principles of dealing with such
places [19]. In present-day urban contexts, evident disparities between visiting attractions
and their nearby environments highlight the need for social media data, while Al tools, for
instance, contribute, if appropriately adopted, to recognizing perceptions of icons and their
settings [51].

The findings advance theoretical debates on urban image and planning by demonstrat-
ing that strategies centered exclusively on architectural icons are insufficient for conveying
the complexity of cityscapes. The evidence underscores the necessity of communicative
perspectives that integrate surrounding environments, thereby fostering more holistic repre-
sentations of urbanized spaces. By revealing disparities between monuments and adjacent
areas, the results enrich conceptual frameworks by linking landscape dissemination to
collective perception, supporting more inclusive and sustainable models of communication
and design of cities.

Relationships between architectural sites, public spaces and urban contexts can be
promoted adequately, while at the same time transmitting the desired image message [88].
In the scientific domain, certain theoretical and methodological issues concerning the topic
still lack adequate solutions.

5.5. Findings

The study shows that the predominance of natural elements such as sky and vegetation
in photographs tends to have a positive impact on the qualification of the scene, just as
images whose composition prioritizes constructed elements tend towards less pleasant
sensations. These attributes therefore need to be considered by public administrators and
communication professionals, with the aim of representing the local reality, including
the vicinity of monuments, associated with continuous improvements in treatment and
dissemination of the urban landscape.

Apart from the images of the surroundings of the reference buildings, which differ
more greatly from the others, results among the respondents are relatively analogous,

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/buildings16132591


https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings16132591

Buildings 2026, 16, 2591

26 of 31

demonstrating similarities of perception, regardless of how the photographs are interpreted.
The reference buildings also clearly have a positive effect, since every one of the scenes
containing monuments is more attractive. Proximities and distances between the attributes
analyzed once again highlight the relevance of these topics for decision-making by public
managers and media professionals, especially in the face of the international influence and
impact of certain city scenes on tourism.

The contributions of the review literature, revisiting concepts and theories, and con-
forming theoretical-empirical variables, demonstrate the conformity and divergence of
the perception of architectural features and urban contexts brought about by photographic
communications. Moreover, it is worth emphasizing the relevance of the results achieved,
enabling improved understanding of the interactions between photography, architecture,
and city, particularly in terms of the imagery communication processes of sociocultural
construction in contemporary cities. At the same time, the analysis provides advances
for future investigations, in terms of both contributions to the treatment of the publicized
landscape and to formulating foundations for planning and management.

In summary, the rationale for selecting the methodological essay is, first, the recog-
nition of an investigative gap stemming from the scarcity of studies—both theoretical
and empirical—on the relationships between photographic representation, architectural
landmarks, tourist icons, and urbanized environments. Second, the choice reflects the
ease of application and, consequently, replication, even by individuals and institutions
lacking substantial financial or technological resources. Nevertheless, some constraints
deserve mention.

5.6. Research Limitations

A primary issue of the essay concerns the temporal scope of the investigation, which
requires updating to encompass the post-pandemic epoch, since the occurrence of COVID-
19 may have influenced some diagnosed characteristics due to the state of social isolation
imposed at certain times, even with the restriction established for the analytical period. In
this regard, the selection of the study areas (cities) must also be refined through the incor-
poration of diverse data sources and the expansion of selection criteria. These adjustments
directly affect the categorization of the study objects (architectures), a process that can be
further enhanced by employing more precise qualitative and quantitative information on
tourist visitation.

Enhancements in the evaluation of representative images can be approached from
multiple perspectives. The first concerns the photographs themselves—both of the architec-
tural landmark, configured as tourist icons, and of the surrounding urbanized environment.
Beyond their specific limitations of restrictive framing and spatial stativity, among other
constraints, they could be more effectively selected from alternative sources that allow the
choice of representations to be better aligned with stricter parameters of technical adequacy.

The application of specific forms of the Delphi Technique to specialists in photography,
architecture, and urbanism revealed that perceptions of tourist monuments and their
surroundings are influenced by the depicted scenes. However, this methodological choice
imposes constraints. The evaluation of photographic variables—imagery (technical quality
of composition and production), geographical (spatial-temporal representation of place and
date), physical (stability of fixed objects), figurative (ephemerality of moving or changing
elements), and thematic (symbolic representativeness of meanings)—is limited by the
transient nature of images and the interpretive frameworks adopted.

Generally, the Delphi approach is a structured method for eliciting expert consensus,
particularly effective in areas where empirical measurement is limited, as in the case of
the present study:. Its strengths also include anonymity, which minimizes the influence of
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dominant voices, and iterative feedback, which allows participants to refine judgments. In
visual evaluation, these features provide a systematic framework for translating diverse
impressions into coherent criteria, enhancing the reliability of assessments and supporting
the development of conceptual models.

However, the technique also presents weaknesses in imagery analysis, such as sub-
jectivity, including potential bias, iteration fatigue, reliance on panel composition, and
time constraints. Despite these limitations, it remains a valuable instrument for advancing
clarity in communication analysis, since when carefully designed with diverse participation
and effective facilitation, it balances interpretive variability with structured consensus,
contributing to more inclusive and sustainable procedures for image assessment.

While this technique represents a valuable methodological choice—particularly for
gathering expert opinions in an anonymous and iterative manner, allowing flexibility, and
enabling remote participation—other alternatives could also have been adopted. Among
them are the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP), which is effective for comparing pictorial
components and establishing a hierarchy of decision criteria; Conjoint Analysis, capable
of identifying preferences regarding visuals and estimating the relative contribution of
different elements; and Content Analysis, recommended for categorizing themes and
interpreting representational materials. In addition, the consistency of the number of
experts and their judgments could be statistically verified.

Normally, sampling processes have peculiar restrictions, which also constitute limi-
tations of this research, requiring due attention to minimize their effects in future works.
Furthermore, the scope of the sample populations should be broadened. This expansion
would not only strengthen statistical reliability but, more importantly, allow for a progres-
sive deepening of findings in subsequent research endeavors. These reflections lead to the
final considerations of the research.

6. Conclusions

According to the pre-established criteria, this methodological essay included the
determination of cities of interest based on their degree of visitation, selecting world
architectural attractions according to the intensity of tourist visits and choosing an image
of each site according to its dissemination on official websites, as well as organizing a set of
photographs of the urban context taken from street junctions closest to each monument.

Integrated analysis of representative photographs and urban contexts allowed the
formulation of proposals for the integration of guidelines for the management of com-
municative cities, producing relevant answers to the research question concerning the
degree of perceptual distortion in photographic representations of architectural landmarks
constituted as tourist icons in relation to their corresponding urbanized surroundings.

The exploratory, descriptive, and analytical methods prove the research’s guiding
hypothesis that the perception of scenes of constructed touristic attractions is distorted
concerning their associated built vicinities, even when images are communicated by means
and media other than official websites. They also enabled the achievement of the study’s
general objective of systematizing guidelines for the integration of public policies on
communication and management.

The benefits of this essay for the integrated management of contemporary cities are
thus evident, as it aims at improving feelings about urban settings and their respective
dissemination, making technological interferences, voluntary cropping, and peculiar angles
unnecessary in photographic communication intended to attract tourists to monument
sites. This approach can also prevent potential frustration for visitors when faced with the
local reality.
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The scientific contributions of this essay become even more relevant considering the
lack of studies into the theoretical, conceptual and methodological aspects of the relations
between photography, architecture, and city, leading to suggestions for the formulation
of public policies for the adequate dissemination of urban landscapes, along with their
suitable planning, treatment, management, and communication.
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