
 
 

Open space on the edge of the city: 
Exploring how people’s perceptions and usage can inform management 

of peri-urban open spaces, focusing on case studies of Ljubljana and 
Edinburgh 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Volume II 
 

Appendices 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Vita Žlender 

 
 

Doctor of Philosophy 
The University of Edinburgh 

2013 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Declaration 
 

I hereby declare that I am the sole author of this thesis; that the following thesis is 

entirely my own work; and that no part of this thesis has been submitted for another 

degree or qualification. 

 

Vita Žlender 

April 2014 



 

List of appendices 
 

APPENDIX A – CASE STUDY AREAS IN LJUBLJANA ............................................... 1	  
A.1 Pre-set criteria for identification and delineation of the peri-urban landscape ...... 1	  
A.2 Field visits ................................................................................................................. 3	  
A.3 Observation and survey outcome .............................................................................. 5	  
A.4 Semi-structured interviews with green space users .................................................. 6	  

APPENDIX B – INITIAL RESEARCH STRATEGY ..................................................... 12	  
APPENDIX C – QUESTIONNAIRE SAMPLES ............................................................. 14	  

C.1 LJUBLJANA SAMPLE .................................................................................................... 14	  
C.2 EDINBURGH SAMPLE ................................................................................................... 24	  

APPENDIX D – FOCUS GROUP GUIDE ........................................................................ 34	  
D.1 INVITATION LEAFLET .................................................................................................. 34	  
D.2 INFORMATION OF THE RESEARCH WHICH WAS SENT TO DIFFERENT ASSOCIATIONS .. 35	  
D.3 QUESTIONNAIRE WHICH WAS FULFILLED BY FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANTS ............... 36	  
D.4 FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANTS CHECK-LIST .................................................................. 37	  
D.5 SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR THE FOCUS GROUPS ................................ 38	  

APPENDIX E – INTERVIEWS GUIDE ........................................................................... 40	  
E.1 INFORMATION OF THE RESEARCH WHICH WAS SENT TO POSSIBLE INTERVIEWEES ..... 40	  
E.2 COVER LETTER WHICH WAS SENT TO POSSIBLE INTERVIEWEES .................................. 41	  
E.3 INTERVIEW GUIDE ........................................................................................................ 42	  
E.4 LIST OF EXPERTS INTERVIEWED .................................................................................. 45	  

APPENDIX F – STRUCTURAL ACCESSIBILITY LAYER ......................................... 46	  
F.1 GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF INFORMATION CONSIDERED IN CASE STUDY 
APPLICATION OF THE SAL ................................................................................................. 47	  

APPENDIX G – STATISTICAL ANALYSES OF THE QUESTIONNAIRES ............ 63	  
G.1 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS ............................................................................................ 63	  
G.2 MANN-WHITNEY TEST, CHI-SQUARE TEST, KRUSKAL WALLIS TEST ......................... 67	  
G.3 LOGISTIC REGRESSION ................................................................................................ 93	  

G.3.1 Both cities ............................................................................................................ 93	  
G.3.2 Ljubljana ............................................................................................................. 97	  
G.3.3 Edinburgh .......................................................................................................... 101	  

G.4 FACTOR ANALYSIS .................................................................................................... 105	  

 



 

 1 

 Appendix A – Case study areas in Ljubljana 
 
The selection and analysis of case study areas in Ljubljana were done as a part of the 
pilot study which encompassed the overview of Ljubljana’s historical development 
(see Chapter 2 in the thesis’ main volume) and the analysis of case study areas, 
which is presented, as follows. 
 
The case study areas in Ljubljana were selected on the basis of the following: 

- Pre-set criteria for identification and delineation of the peri-urban landscape; 
- Field visits to identify the pattern of open green space, urban sprawl, type of 

built-up land use, and usage of the areas; 
- Observation and survey outcome. 

 
A.1 Pre-set criteria for identification and delineation of the peri-urban 
landscape 
 
The peri-urban area was in this thesis defined as urban fringe + urban periphery.  
 

 
Figure A.1: Approximate delineation of Ljubljana’s peri-urban area (Source: 
Author’s own). 
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Figure A.2: Approximate identification of peri-urban types in Ljubljana (Source: 
Author’s own). 
 
On the basis of ‘Green space typology’, set in Chapter 3 of the thesis, the focus on 
Ljubljana’s peri-urban green spaces were the following peri-urban green spaces: 
 

- Public parks and gardens: Nature park ‘Ljubljana Marsh’; 
- Semi natural green spaces: Green wedge ‘PST and surroundings and Sava 

river area’; 
- Accessible countryside in urban fringe areas: Šmarna Mountain and 

Ljubljana Marsh surroundings. 
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A.2 Field visits 

 

 
Figure A.3: The peri-urban and urban areas of field visits in Ljubljana. 
 

 
Figure A.4: The peri-urban areas of field visits in Ljubljana – PST (The Path of 
Remembrance and Comradeship between BS3 and Žale); and the Sava river area. 
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Figure A.5: Peri-urban areas of field visits in Ljubljana – the Ljubljana Marsh area 
between waste collection and Rakova Jelša. 
 

 
Figure A.6: Peri-urban areas of field visits in Ljubljana – the Ljubljana Marsh area 
along the Ižanska road. 
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Figure A.7: Expansion of the southern margins of Ljubljana in the period between 
1951 and 2002 (Gašperšič, 2004, p.23, illus.) 
 

 
Figure A.8: Peri-urban areas of field visits in Ljubljana – Šmarna Mountain, near 
Ljubljana. 
 

 

A.3 Observation and survey outcome 

 
The outcome of the field visits: 

• The urban areas are well used for recreational and leisure purposes; 
• There were no visitors in the Ljubljana Marsh area between the waste 

collection centre and Rakova Jelša; and the Sava river area. It is assumed that 
the reason for this is not inaccessibility, but the condition of spatial attributes 
(low visibility because of the high amount of forest undergrowth, no access to 
the river, illegal waste dumps and areas with a bad reputation); 
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• Areas were mainly used on the week-ends, however, during the weekdays; 
especially the PST is used for ‘before-work’ morning recreation (jogging, and 
stretching etc.) and by older people for walks; 

• The number of visitors to the Šmarna Mountain was much higher than the 
numbers of visitors to other areas. It is assumed that the main reasons for this 
was the high popularity of this area by Ljubljana inhabitants; the spatial 
attributes of the area (its morphology, maintenance of paths, provided 
parking, restaurant on the top); accessibility and for social reasons (tradition, 
possibility of meeting known people, etc.). 

 
 
A.4 Semi-structured interviews with green space users 

 
A considerable amount of research has determined the link between ways in which 
people use the landscape and their attitude towards it. In order to investigate this link, 
semi-structured informal interviews (as a part of pilot study) with randomly chosen 
visitors were carried out on selected urban and peri-urban areas of Ljubljana city 
during August and September 2011. The main aim of this part of the pilot study was 
to research and determine the major human recreational and leisure activities in peri-
urban areas; and the perception that people hold of these areas. 
 
The questions were divided into four sections:  

• General information about respondents: For example, Why did you choose to 
come here? What activities, with whom, how often, how much time do you 
spend here? For how long have you been coming here? Are there other 
similar places that you visit? 

• Questions about the area/landscape: For example, What do you like/do not 
like about this place? What can you do here that you cannot do in other 
places? Do you miss some kind of infrastructure/management in this area? 
Would you like/are you afraid of any changes in this area? How would you 
define this landscape? 

• Questions related to peoples’ preferences: For example, What are the 
qualities of this landscape? Do you prefer forest or open types of landscape? 
What kind of landscape elements do you like? Do you think that there are 
enough green open spaces in Ljubljana? 

• Questions related to accessibility: For example, How did you get here? How 
long have you been coming here? What kind of transportation do you usually 
use in your daily life? What influences your decision about that? How far 
from home would you be willing to walk in order to access some kind of 
green space? Do you spend your free time on urban or natural landscapes? 

 
 
Place. Mah near to Ig. 

Date. 20/08/2011 

Occasion. Public festival. 



 

 7 

No. of 
respondents. 

Four, aged 25-65. In total, one male and three females. 

Survey outcome. All respondents came by car, this was the means which they usually used for 
trips to the countryside (mainly they drove to the starting point, and walked 
from there onwards.) They came to this area for walking, cycling and to enjoy 
the peace associated with the nature, whether alone or with their families. On 
average, they spent from between two hours to the whole day in this area, 
depending on the distance from their home (less, if they lived nearby). Two of 
the respondents preferred to spend their free time in the open landscape (e.g. 
fields, meadows and pastures); whilst the other two preferred the forest. In 
general, they had never thought about any changes which could happen in their 
area (wanted or unwanted). However, they were not in favour of sealing the 
open landscape. Opinions to the questions, about how they would mark this 
landscape, were divided. Two of the respondents marked the area as rural; and 
two as a peri-urban landscape.  

  

Place. The basketball court in the BS3 neighbourhood. 

Date. 06/09/2011 

Occasion. Daily morning stretching associated with the ‘School of Health’ association. 

No. of 
respondents. 

Nine in total, aged 50-80, all of which were female. 

Survey outcome. All respondents came by foot to this area every day for the organised stretching; 
but also for walking, jogging, dog walking and cycling. Usually, they went 
alone, or with their partners or friends, for approximately 0.5 – 3 hours. They 
came here because of the organised exercising and because it was close to their 
homes. The other green open spaces that they visited, were the Sava river area; 
PST; Tivoli park; Rašica; Šmarna Mountain; Zbilje lake; Osolnik; Katarina 
above Ljubljana and Krim. Around 60% of the respondents thought that there 
were sufficient green open spaces in and around Ljubljana. In addition, they 
considered the area of the survey to be peri-urban. They would walk from 10 
minutes to half an hour to reach a green open space from their home. 

  

Place. North city park, Ljubljana Bežigrad. 

Date. 08/09/2011 

Occasion.  

No. of 
respondents. 

Six in total, aged 15-60. Two males, and four females. 

Survey outcome. All respondents came by foot to this area for walking, sitting, jogging, or dog 
walking. They either came alone or with their families and/or friends, on either a 
daily or weekly basis for 1-2 hours. They came here because is was close to 
their homes; because the park was neat and tidy and offered facilities, such as a 
playground for children, a dog park, and places to sit, etc. The other green open 
spaces that they visited, were mostly urban parks: Tivoli park, Argentinian park, 
Trnovo river banks, Mostec, and Šmarna Mountain, Barje and the Sava river 
area. One respondent thought there was enough green open spaces in and around 
Ljubljana; but that these spaces were too small. However, there was felt to be 
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insufficient time to use the peri-urban spaces on a daily basis. The two teenage 
girls mentioned the problem of accessibility of the peri-urban landscapes with 
public transportation. 

  

Place. PST (The Path of Remembrance and Comradeship) between BS3 and Žale. 

Date. 09/09/2011 

Occasion.  

No. of 
respondents. 

Four in total, aged 30-65, all of which were female. 

Survey outcome. All respondents came by foot to this area. They came for walking, cycling, 
jogging and dog walking, either alone or with their families, on a daily basis for 
1-2 hours. They came here because is was close to their homes, although they 
also visited other places e.g: the Sava river area, Mostec, Rožnik, Tivoli, 
Šmartinska park, Barje, Orle, Urh, Sostro, Bizovik, Zajčja dobrava and Šmarna 
Mountain. Three of the respondents thought that there was sufficient green open 
spaces in and around Ljubljana; however they all stressed out the fear of 
urbanisation (note: on the edge of this area, a new large sports centre was 
opened in 2010). They spend their free time in urban open spaces as well as in 
more nature-like ones, depending on time, their mood and the weather. 

  

Place. Šmarna Mountain, near Ljubljana. 

Date. 11/09/2011  

Occasion.  

No. of 
respondents. 

Nine in total, aged 25-65 of whom six were male and three were female. 

Survey outcome. Six respondents were from Ljubljana, and the reminder were from the towns 
nearby (Domžale, Grosuplje and Komenda). Six came to the site alone, two 
with their families and one with a partner. Seven respondents came by car, one 
by bus, one by bicycle and one walked to the site. On other occasions they used 
the same means of transportation as they had listed. Reasons for using car were 
mostly related to commodity, weather, small children and because it was the 
fastest method. Generally they came to this area for walking, hiking and in order 
to spend a day with nature. The time spent here was on average a total time of 
walking to the top of the hill, spending approximately 15 minutes to 1 hour at 
the top (sunbathing, chatting, resting, taking a drink or having lunch, etc.); and 
walking down the hill. Other similar places the respondents liked to visit were: 
Rožnik, Kriška Mountain, Rašica, Golovec,Tivoli, Katarina above Ljubljana, 
Toško Čelo, Kamniški Vrh, Velika Planina, Krvavec, Jošt, Šmarjetna, Ljubljana 
Marsh, Ig, Koseze bajer, Podpeško lake, Sv. Ana, PST and city walks. In this 
area they liked the nature, but almost all of them disliked that it was so crowded 
(note: it was Sunday midday). In general, they thought there were enough green 
open spaces in and around Ljubljana. Two of the respondents preferred to spend 
their free time in the open landscape (e.g. the fields, meadows and pastures); 
whilst the others preferred the forest. All of the respondents preferred natural or 
natural-like landscapes to the urban ones. 
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Place. Tivoli park, Ljubljana city-centre. 

Date. 13/09/2011 

Occasion. Frisbee practice. 

No. of 
respondents. 

Seven in total, aged 20-35, all of whom were male. 

Survey outcome. Three respondents came by car, three by bicycle and one by bus. For general 
mobility through the city the majority used bicycles (only one used a car). They 
came to this park to play Frisbee (and also for other sporting activities, e.g. 
fitness, jogging and football); and also to meet friends and to go for walks. They 
all came at least twice a week (Frisbee practice), and spent on average two hours 
in the park. There are also other open spaces that they visit in their free time. 
Usually those were the smaller open spaces for daily sporting activities, or hills 
near Ljubljana, where they go for hiking or jogging. The respondents listed the 
following areas because they were close to home and therefore suitable for daily 
sporting activities: Fužine park; Rožnik jogging path; Castle Hill; Kodeljevo 
meadow park; Trnovo sports centre; PST (The Path of Remembrance and 
Comradeship); Žak and Šmartinska park. For longer visits, usually during week-
ends Šmarna Mountain, Katarina above Ljubljana, Zbilje, Zadrovski hrib and 
Urh were mentioned. On average, they would walk from between 5 minutes to 
half an hour from home, in order to reach any kind of green open space. Only 
two of the respondents preferred to spend their free time in the forest; whereas 
the others preferred the open landscape with cut grass. They also spent most of 
their free time in urban open spaces (streets, squares and urban parks). Three 
respondents thought there were enough open green spaces in and around 
Ljubljana; and four of them thought there should be more green spaces. In 
general, they neither wanted nor were afraid of any changes within this area; 
however two respondents mentioned the (unwanted) sprawling of urbanisation. 

Table A.1: The report of the semi-structured informal interviews. 
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Figure A.9: Areas of Ljubljana with urban and peri-urban spaces where the semi-
structured interviews were carried out. 
 

In summary, the survey provided the following results: 

• Regardless of the type of open space, the visitors came to the area mainly for 
recreational purposes (walking, cycling and hiking); whilst the numbers of 
visitors that came for enjoying the scenic beauties of nature was smaller; 

• The frequency of weekly or daily visits increased with the proximity of the 
green area to the respondents’ home; 

• The choice of transportation mode and the information with which 
respondents came was closely connected: If respondents came alone, they 
would use a bicycle, bus, or walk and only a few of them would use car. If 
respondents came with their families they would come by car or walk 
depending on the proximity of the green area. 
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• In general, respondents thought that there were enough green open spaces in 
Ljubljana;1 

• There was no consistency in the defining of the landscape in some areas of 
interest (Šmarna Mountain and Mah near Ig). Some respondents described it 
as peri-urban; whilst some as rural; 

• The answers to the question ‘Are there any other, similar places where you 
spend your free time?’ provided a range of open spaces that inhabitants of 
Ljubljana used on a daily or weekly basis. However, another useful question 
would be to ask respondents what their favourite and most used areas are.  

 
The study provided a sufficient insight associated with general uses of peri-urban and 
urban green open spaces of Ljubljana for recreational and leisure activities. 
Furthermore, the questions related to opinions of respondents on the green open 
spaces revealed some of the reasons of use/non-use of some areas in/around 
Ljubljana (e.g. lack of accessibility, low maintenance, etc.) However, answers to the 
questions pertaining to the opinions of respondents to issues related to green areas 
were less clear and sufficient than the answers to the straightforward questions (e.g. 
Why and how did you come here?) Therefore, for the next survey either the 
respondents should be selected differently (e.g. focus groups and personal 
interviews) or different methods (e.g. multiple answers questionnaire) should be 
used. 

                                                
1 In the opinion of some experts in the field of landscape architecture there are (statistically) enough 
green open spaces in Ljubljana, however their distribution, function, maintenance and access are 
under question (Simoneti, M. 1992. Urejanje mestnega prostora: Javne zelene površine.) 
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Appendix B – Initial research strategy 
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Reference: 

Næss, P. 2010. Residential location, travel, and energy use in the Hangzhou metropolitan area. 
Journal of transport and land use, 3. 
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Appendix C – Questionnaire samples 
C.1 Ljubljana sample 
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C.2 Edinburgh sample 
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Appendix D – Focus group guide 
	  

D.1 Invitation leaflet 

!"#$%&'$(%&)*+$,-.,/'0$/"$1%&23,1%/'$,-$/4'$5"3#6$7&"#1$0,63#66,"-$"-$/4'$

/"1,3$"5$/4'$#6'$"58$%-0$/&%-61"&/$%33'66,9,*,/+$/"8$7&''-8$"1'-$61%3'6$"-$

/4'$9"#-0%&+$"5$:0,-9#&74;$

!"#$#%&$#%'()%*#**+),*%&-&+.&/.#0%1.#&*#%*+2,%31%4)$%'"#%),#%'"&'%*3+'*%5)3%

6)$#7

8 9#:,#*:&50%;<*'%=)-#6/#$%;><;%&'%<<?>>%&6

8 !"3$*:&50%;;,:%=)-#6/#$%;><;%&'%;?>>%16

@)'"%A6#*0%'"#%'&.B%(+..%'&B#%1.&C#%+,%!"#%D)66),%E))6%FG%$))6%;?HH0%

2$)3,:%I))$J%+,%K+,')%L)3*#%F;>%D"&6/#$*%M'$##'0%NL<%<OPJ?%!"#%'&.B%(+..%

.&*'%4)$%&/)3'%&,%")3$?%E#4$#*"6#,'*%(+..%/#%1$)-+:#:0%#&C"%1&$AC+1&,'%(+..%

$#C#+-#%&%1$)6)A),&.%2+Q?

D),:+A),*%4)$%1&$AC+1&A),%&$#%'"&'%5)3%.+-#%+,%'"#%3$/&,%&$#&%)4%N:+,/3$2"%

F1$#4#$&/.5%C+'5%C#,'$#J%&,:%'"&'%5)3%&$#%/#'(##,%<R%&,:%S>%5#&$*%).:?%

T&$AC+1&A),%')%'"#%'&.B%+*%.+6+'#:%')%R%1&$AC+1&,'*0%+4%5)3%()3.:%.+B#%')%

&U#,:%+'0%1.#&*#%EMTV%/5%*#,:+,2%&,%#W6&+.%')%-+'&X.#,:#$Y")'6&+.?C)6%)$%

C&..+,2%')%'"#%4)..)(+,2%,36/#$7%<=>?$@AB$@B?=;%

Z%&6%&%1)*'2$&:3&'#0%T"[%*'3:#,'%&'%'"#%\,+-#$*+'5%)4%N:+,/3$2"0 %("#$#%Z%&6%C3$$#,'.5%3,:#$'&B+,2%'"#%

$#*#&$C"%+,')%'"#%3*#%)40%&,:%&CC#**+/+.+'5%')0%)1#,%*1&C#*%),%'"#%/)3,:&$5%)4%N:+,/3$2"? %

!"#%&+6%)4%'"#%4)C3*%2$)31*%+61.#6#,'&A),%+*%')%#.3C+:&'#%-+#(*%)4%C3$$#,'%&,:%1)'#,A&.%3*#$*%)4%

2$##,%*1&C#*%),%'"#%#:2#%)4%'"#%C+'50%/#.),2+,2%')%'"#%*)C+&.%2$)31*%(+'"%"+2"#$%.+6+'&A),%+,%

&CC#**+/+.+'50%,&6#.5%5)3'"%&,:%#.:#$.5%1#)1.#?%])3$%)1+,+),*%&,:%-+#(*%(+..%*+2,+^C&,'.5%"#.1%6#%+,%

#-&.3&A),%)4%C3$$#,'%*1&A&.%1).+C+#*%+,%'#$6*%)4%+61.#6#,A,2%(+*"#*%&,:%,##:*%)4%C+'5%+,"&/+'&,'*%+,%

'"#%:#C+*+),W6&B+,2%),%'"#%43'3$#%:#-#.)16#,'%)4%&$#&*%),%'"#%/)3,:&$5%)4%'"#%C+'5?

Z%&11$#C+&'#%5)3$%C),*+:#$&A),%)4%65%$#_3#*'0%&,:%.))B%4)$(&$:%')%"#&$+,2%

4$)6%5)3%*)),?%

V+'&%P.#,:#$

 
 



 

 35 

D.2 Information of the research which was sent to different associations 

 
BRIEF	  DESCRIPTION	  OF	  THE	  RESEARCH	  TOPIC	  AND	  FOCUS	  GROUPS	  ORGANISATION	  

	  
Working	  title	  of	  the	  PhD	  research	  
Peri-‐urban	  landscape:	  The	  meaning	  of	  perceptions	  and	  the	  use	  of	  peri-‐urban	  landscapes	  for	  more	  
effective	  management	  of	  these	  spaces	  	  
	  
Researcher	  
Vita	  Zlender,	  PhD	  candidate,	  University	  of	  Edinburgh/Edinburgh	  College	  of	  Art	  
	  
Research	  area	  
Landscape	  Architecture,	  Urban	  planning	  
	  	  
Research	  overview	  
My	  research	  deals	  with	  the	  peri-‐urban	  area;	  its	  meaning,	  characteristics,	  current	  condition	  and	  
drivers	  of	  its	  change.	  My	  interest	  is	  specifically	  focused	  on	  the	  exploration	  of	  what	  are	  people’s	  
perceptions,	  use	  and	  access	  to	  peri-‐urban	  areas	  and	  how	  this	  can	  be	  resolved	  and	  integrated	  within	  
current	  spatial	  policies,	  especially	  in	  the	  policies	  that	  deal	  with	  transportation	  infrastructure	  (as	  this	  
is	  the	  primary	  means	  of	  peri-‐urban	  accessibility).	  A	  socially	  inclusive	  approach	  to	  planning	  is	  namely	  
a	  key	  to	  sustainable	  accessibility	  and	  a	  viable	  use	  of	  such	  peri-‐urban	  areas.	  
	  
Methodology	  
The	  study	  is	  built	  on	  the	  integration	  of	  the	  social	  and	  spatial	  aspects	  to	  the	  research.	  The	  spatial	  
aspect	  is	  explored	  through	  the	  land	  use	  and	  vulnerability	  analyses	  and	  transport	  accessibility	  
analyses	  which	  are	  executed	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  statistical	  data,	  with	  computer	  software	  like	  ArcGIS	  and	  
Autocad.	  	  
The	  social	  aspect	  is	  explored	  with	  the	  questionnaire,	  administered	  among	  the	  Edinburgh’s	  city	  centre	  
residents,	  focus	  groups	  with	  youth	  and	  elderly	  people	  and	  interviews	  with	  stakeholders,	  authorities	  
and	  other	  responsible	  for	  the	  management	  and	  development	  of	  peri-‐urban	  area.	  	  
	  
Objectives	  	  
The	  overarching	  aim	  of	  this	  study	  is	  to	  elucidate	  the	  spatial	  and	  social	  context	  of	  the	  peri-‐urban	  
landscape	  in	  order	  to	  promote	  the	  sustainable	  planning	  of	  these	  areas.	  The	  study	  strives	  at	  
emphasising	  the	  importance	  of	  involvement	  of	  people	  in	  decision	  making,	  since	  this	  was	  already	  put	  
forward	  in	  the	  Brundtland	  Commission	  (WCED,	  1987)	  as	  a	  way	  to	  achieve	  sustainable	  development.	  	  
	  
FOCUS	  GROUP	  
The	  objectives	  of	  the	  focus	  groups	  implementation:	  

-‐ to	  gain	  information	  on	  what	  types	  of	  peri-‐urban	  landscapes	  are	  appealing	  for	  inner-‐city	  
inhabitants	  and	  their	  leisure	  activities;	  

-‐ to	  find	  out	  their	  preferences	  and	  opinions	  regarding	  the	  peri-‐urban	  areas;	  
-‐ to	  find	  out	  what	  landscape	  features	  are	  they	  attracted	  to;	  
-‐ to	  gain	  the	  understanding	  of	  the	  current	  condition	  and	  possibilities	  for	  better	  sustainable	  

accessibility	  to	  peri-‐urban	  areas.	  
Goal:	  data	  collection	  and	  in-‐depth	  discussion	  in	  order	  to	  achieve	  the	  above	  mentioned	  objectives	  
Duration:	  1	  –	  1.5	  hours	  
Number	  of	  participants:	  6-‐8,	  balance	  between	  male	  and	  female	  participants,	  there	  are	  more	  people	  
invited	  (due	  to	  the	  potential	  dropout)	  
Profile	  of	  participants:	  members	  of	  social	  groups	  with	  the	  limitation	  in	  accessibility	  to	  peri-‐urban	  
green	  spaces,	  namely	  youth	  and	  elderly	  people	  (above	  55	  years	  old)	  living	  in	  the	  city	  centre.	  
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D.3 Questionnaire which was fulfilled by focus group participants 
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D.4 Focus group participants check-list 
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D.5 Semi-structured interview guide for the focus groups 

 

PART ONE – Welcome and presentation 
− Welcome; 
− Introduce yourself and assistant; 
− Present study and highlight why this focus group is important for your 

research; 
− Basic instructions and rules – the session will be recorded in order to put 

down all the statements consistently. If you want to say something that you 
do not want to be recorded, please tell me and we will turn off the recorder; 

− How the information will be taken into account (your name will remain 
anonymous); 

− It should be noted that there is no right or wrong answers, but just a collection 
of opinions. 

 
PART TWO – Introduction  

− Distribute the information sheets and ask them to write age, gender, type of 
residence, where they are currently living, and whether they have a car/bus 
card/bicycle/driving licence. 

 
PART THREE – Leisure and recreational activities of urban residents 

− What is your lifestyle, what do you do in your free time, how do you exercise 
in the outdoor environment? 

− Where do you like to go for leisure and recreation? Why? Which was your 
most recently visited green space? Can you describe me your journey from 
home to this green space or the green space that you like to go to? 

 
PART FOUR – The use and attitude to the landscape on the boundary of the 
city 
What types of peri-urban landscape are inner-city dwellers attracted to for their 
leisure activities? 

− What is the fringe of Edinburgh for you? Could you describe me the area on 
the boundary of Edinburgh where you can find woodlands, open fields and 
recreational areas while it has the tendency to become built up in the near 
future? What does this kind of area mean to you? Any ideas, wishes? 

− Do you use the open green spaces in the surrounding of Edinburgh? Which 
areas and how often? (*) 

− Why exactly this areas in particular? (motives for site selection for the 
trip/visit) 

− Do you always go to the same green spaces or do you explore something 
new? 

 
PART FIVE – Landscape and environmental characteristics of these areas 
What site features are they attracted to? 

− What do you like in this area (natural and cultural characteristics of the 
space); 
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− Why exactly do you like this landscape and not some other? What 
characteristics of the space do you like? Why? 

− What do you do here? (play, relax, picnic, hanging out with friends/family, 
walk); 

− How do you get there? 
 
PART SIX – Accessibility of peri-urban landscape  
How do perceptions of access by means of transport affect usage? 

− Which travel mode do you use to access these areas? (Concerning the process 
of moving; Comfort; Limitation of physical efforts; Relaxation; Safety; 
Aversion against frustration; Physical exercise; Enjoyment of surrounding 
environment; Affective dislike or preference for a particular mode; Habits; 
Demonstration of wealth and status); 

− What are the reasons for you choice? 
− Impact of length of trip (daily, weekend) on the choice of travel mode; 
− Why do you use a car (comfort, fast accessibility, flexibility); 
− What are motivations for these choices (Minimizing the friction of distance: 

Minimizing the spatial travelling distance; Minimizing travel time; 
Minimizing the stress or physical efforts of travelling to the destination; 
Minimizing economic expenses associated with the trip (not explicitly 
indicated, but hardly unimportant; Choosing the best facilities: social contact, 
culture, aesthetic preferences, etc.)  

− Hypothetically, what would make you change your decision regarding the 
choice of travel mode? 

 
 
(*) PART SEVEN – Barriers to greater use of peri-urban areas 
What are their preferences with regards to the peri-urban landscape? 

− Why don’t you use peri-urban landscapes? (if they don’t use them); 
− What you don’t like in these areas? 
− Are there any places where you want to go (have gone in the past), but now 

you don’t?  
− Why? 
− Are there any places that you specifically don’t like? 
− What is important to you when visiting? (The path to get there, the path 

through the site, the characteristics of landscape, site equipment, people there, 
people along the way...) 

− Could you describe to me, what would be your ideal place? 
 
PART EIGHT – Conclusion 

− Thanks for your time and effort; 
− Would you like to add anything else? 
− Results will be used only for research purposes; do you wish to be informed 

with the results? 
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Appendix E – Interviews guide 
 

E.1 Information of the research which was sent to possible interviewees 
	  

BRIEF	  DESCRIPTION	  OF	  THE	  RESEARCH	  TOPIC	  
	  
Working	  title	  of	  the	  PhD	  research	  
Peri-‐urban	  landscape:	  The	  meaning	  of	  perceptions	  and	  the	  use	  of	  peri-‐urban	  landscapes	  for	  
more	  effective	  management	  of	  these	  spaces	  	  
	  
Researcher	  
Vita	  Zlender,	  PhD	  candidate,	  University	  of	  Edinburgh/Edinburgh	  College	  of	  Art	  
	  
Supervisors	  
Prof.	  Catharine	  Ward	  Thompson,	  Prof.	  Angela	  Hull	  
	  
Research	  area	  
Landscape	  Architecture,	  Urban	  planning	  
	  	  
Research	  overview	  
My	  research	  deals	  with	  the	  peri-‐urban	  area;	  its	  meaning,	  characteristics,	  current	  condition	  
and	  drivers	  of	  its	  change.	  My	  interest	  is	  specifically	  focused	  on	  the	  exploration	  of	  what	  are	  
people’s	  perceptions,	  use	  and	  access	  to	  peri-‐urban	  areas	  and	  how	  this	  can	  be	  resolved	  and	  
integrated	  within	  current	  spatial	  policies,	  especially	  in	  the	  policies	  that	  deal	  with	  
transportation	  infrastructure	  (as	  this	  is	  the	  primary	  means	  of	  peri-‐urban	  accessibility).	  A	  
socially	  inclusive	  approach	  to	  planning	  is	  namely	  a	  key	  to	  sustainable	  accessibility	  and	  a	  
viable	  use	  of	  such	  peri-‐urban	  areas.	  
	  
Methodology	  
The	  study	  is	  built	  on	  the	  integration	  of	  the	  social	  and	  spatial	  aspects	  to	  the	  research.	  The	  
spatial	  aspect	  is	  explored	  through	  the	  land	  use	  and	  vulnerability	  analyses	  and	  transport	  
accessibility	  analyses	  which	  are	  executed	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  statistical	  data,	  with	  computer	  
software	  like	  ArcGIS	  and	  Autocad.	  	  
The	  social	  aspect	  is	  explored	  with	  the	  questionnaire,	  administered	  among	  the	  Edinburgh’s	  
city	  centre	  residents,	  focus	  groups	  with	  youth	  and	  elderly	  people	  and	  interviews	  with	  
stakeholders,	  authorities	  and	  other	  responsible	  for	  the	  management	  and	  development	  of	  
peri-‐urban	  area.	  	  
	  
Objectives	  	  
The	  overarching	  aim	  of	  this	  study	  is	  to	  elucidate	  the	  spatial	  and	  social	  context	  of	  the	  peri-‐
urban	  landscape	  in	  order	  to	  promote	  the	  sustainable	  planning	  of	  these	  areas.	  The	  study	  
strives	  at	  emphasising	  the	  importance	  of	  involvement	  of	  people	  in	  decision	  making,	  since	  
this	  was	  already	  put	  forward	  in	  the	  Brundtland	  Commission	  (WCED,	  1987)	  as	  a	  way	  to	  
achieve	  sustainable	  development.	  	  
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E.2 Cover letter which was sent to possible interviewees 

 
 
Dear Mr  ________, 
 
I am a postgraduate, PhD student at the University of Edinburgh. I am writing to you 
with the request for an interview which I would like to conduct with you for the 
purpose of my research. 
 
My research tackles the question of how can the knowledge of inner-city dwellers’ 
perceptions and uses of peri-urban areas contribute to more effective management 
strategies for this space. The research is based on several research methods, 
including survey, focus groups, interviews and spatial analyses. 
 
In the past few weeks, I conducted the survey and held focus groups; the aim of the 
both methods was to gain the insight from the inner-city dwellers’ perspective on the 
topic. Now I would like to get the opinion and views of independent researchers, 
practitioners and authorities; i.e. those, who make decisions on the city development. 
Therefore I decided to interview spatial and transportation experts and 
representatives of local authorities, and for this purpose, I am writing to you. 
 
The interview would be relatively short; the questions are related to the use and 
sustainable accessibility of peri-urban areas. The interview will be used only for the 
purposes of my PhD research. I attached the short description of my research topic. 
 
For any further questions you can contact me via e-mail or the mobile phone: 
07592382897. 
 
I hope you will consider my request and I look forward to your reply at your earliest 
convenience. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Vita Zlender 
PhD Candidate, 
ESALA, University of Edinburgh 
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E.3 Interview guide 

 
GENERAL	  INFORMATION	  ON	  PERI-‐URBAN	  AREAS	  

 
− Which areas would you classify as peri-urban areas of Edinburgh? 

Please indicate on the map. (Regional agencies, Authorities (municipality), 
geographers) 

 
− What is for you the urban fringe of Edinburgh? Please indicate on the 

map. 
How have these areas changed over the last 20 years? What consequences do these 
changes have on the future development of Edinburgh? (Authorities (municipality), 
planners, urbanists, (transportation planners)) 
 

− How significant are these areas to you (as an urbanist/ municipal/ 
regional officer)? (Authorities (municipality), Regional agencies, urbanists, 
planners) 

What aspects of green open spaces are important to you/on what areas is there a 
special emphasis during the project implementation? 
 
 
PERI-URBAN GREEN OPEN SPACES 
 

− How would you evaluate the care for the preservation of green spaces 
(and recreational areas) in the process of housing development in the 
peri-urban areas? (Regional agencies, Authorities (municipality), urbanists, 
planners) 

How would you evaluate the land use conversions and building-up the agricultural 
land? Do you support it, reject it, do you care for this issue at all?  
What are the key reasons for land use conversions? 
In the process of land use conversion, has the quality of natural resources, for 
example soil quality, been taken into account? So that construction works would be 
directed to poorer agricultural land?  
 

− Which values of natural environment would you consider as necessary to 
preserve and take into account in land use planning?  (Urbanists, 
planners) 

Would you say that the current practice adequately addresses the protection of the 
qualities and values of natural environment?   
 
 
PERI-URBAN GREEN SPACES AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 

− Please indicate on the map those areas for which you think that people 
who live in central area of Edinburgh use them at most for their leisure 
and recreation activities. (Authorities (municipality), urbanists, planers) 
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− Are you familiar with the levels of use of the green spaces on the 
boundary of the city? (Where do people like to go to, how this affects the 
direction of development of the city in order to keep these spaces 
undeveloped and accessible)? (Authorities (municipality)(!), Regional 
agencies, urbanists, planners) 

 
− Which peri-urban green spaces of Edinburgh would you qualify as vital 

and which as problematic ones? What is your opinion on the problematic 
ones (your ideas to improve the situation, what are the parties involved 
in this, etc.)? What is the progress so far? Problems, experiences... 
(Authorities (municipality), urbanists, planners) 

 
− How are citizens/locals identified and included in the formulation and 

implementation of politics, plans? Do you know what are their wishes, 
needs and requirements? (Authorities (municipality), independent 
researchers) 

City development plan: Zasnova zelenih površin – I am interested in how you intend 
to achieve the following key objectives of green belt policy (Scottish Government 
guidance through Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) 21):  

− to direct planned growth to the most appropriate locations and support 
regeneration; 

− to protect and enhance the character, landscape setting and identity of towns 
and cities and 

− to protect and give access to open space within and around towns and cities, 
as part of the wider structure of green space.  

 
− What is your strategy for integration and sustainable development of 

tourism and recreation in the context of economic development of the 
region? In particular I am interested in the field of transportation 
accessibility to green spaces – have you considered any travel modes 
other than a car? (Regional agencies, Authorities (municipality)) 

 
 
SUSTAINABLE ACCESSIBILITY OF PERI-URBAN GREEN SPACES 
 

− Do you have any information/data about sustainable access to peri-urban 
green spaces of the Municipality area? By sustainable I mean mainly 
cycling and walking routes and accessibility by public transport and on 
socio-economic profile of users (who, at what time of day, how long, how 
do they get there)? (Regional agencies, Authorities (municipality), 
transportation planners) 

 
− What is the state of transportation accessibility of peri-urban green 

spaces, in your opinion? What could be improved? (Regional agencies, 
Authorities (municipality), planners, urbanists, transportation planners) 

How would you evaluate the connectivity and continuity, and safety of pedestrian 
and cycle links of city centre with city boundary? How is this issue addressed in the 
transport policy? 
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− On the priority list of municipal project implementation, on which place 
is the (transportation) accessibility of green open spaces? (Authorities 
(municipality), Regional agencies, transportation planners) 

In the future (say in the next 20 years), to what extent is to expect an increase of 
immigration/ migration in the region and, consequently, the need for new 
construction? Can you estimate the spatial extent of expansion in hectares and in 
which areas of the region is it most likely to happen, according to current conditions? 
 

How do you plan to achieve the goals of the modal split as proposed in the 
transportation policy? (Authorities (municipality)) 
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E.4 List of experts interviewed  
 

EXPERTS 
INTERVIEWED 

EXPERTISE FIELD BACKGROUND DATE AND TIME OF 
INTERVIEWING 

LJUBLJANA 
Ivan Stanič Town planning Authority (Ljubljana City Council, 

Department for Spatial 
Management) 

13.6.2012 at 15.00h 
Duration: 1h  

Tomaž Souvan Town planning, 
planning policy 
 

Authority (Ljubljana City Council, 
Department for Spatial 
Management) 

15.6.2012 at 10.00h 
Duration: 1h  

Prof. dr. Janez 
Marušič 

Green systems, 
landscape planning 

Academic (University of Ljubljana, 
Department of Landscape 
Architecture) 

19.6.2012 at 11.00h 
Duration: 1h  

dr. Aljaž Plevnik Regional planning, 
transportation  

Academic/Research (The Urban 
planning Institute of the Republic of 
Slovenia) 

20.6.2012 at 15.00h 
Duration: 30min  

Tadej Žaucer  Town planning, 
transportation 

Consultancy/Practice (Institute for 
Spatial Policies ) 

2.7.2012 at 13.00h 
Duration: 30min  

Marko Peterlin  Town planning, 
transportation 

Consultancy/Practice (Institute for 
Spatial Policies ) 

2.7.2012 at 14.30h 
Duration: 50min  

mag. Matej Gojčič  Regional planning  Authority (The Regional 
Development Agency of the 
Ljubljana Urban region) 

3.7.2012 at 10.00h 
Duration: 30 min 

mag. Maja Simoneti  Green systems, 
landscape 
architecture 

Consultancy/Practice (Institute for 
Spatial Policies) 

4.7.2012 at 08.00h 
Duration: 2h  

EDINBURGH  
Sarah Hartop Town planning Authority (City of Edinburgh 

Council: Services for Communities) 
3.12.2012 at 14.00h 
Duration: 30min 

Dr Caroline Brown Active travel, green 
systems 

Academic (School of the Built 
Environment, Heriot Watt 
University) 

5.12.2012 at 10.00 
Duration: 1h 

James Seabury Strategic planning Authority (City of Edinburgh 
Council: Services for Communities) 

7.12.2012 at 14.00 
Duration: 30min 

David Jamieson Green space, 
landscape ecology, 
forestry 

Authority (City of Edinburgh 
Council: Parks & Greenspace) 

11.12.2012 at 15.00 
Duration: 30min 

Mark Turnbull Green space, 
landscape 
architecture 

Practice (Edinburgh and Lothians 
Greenspace Trust) 

12.12.2012 at 15.00 
Duration: 45min 

Keith Logie Green systems Authority (City of Edinburgh 
Council: Services for Communities) 

18.12.2012 at 10.30 
Duration: 45min 

Ben Wilson Green systems, 
planning policy 

Authority (City of Edinburgh 
Council: Services for Communities) 

23.1.2013 at 11.00 
Duration: 50min 
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Appendix F – Structural Accessibility Layer  
 

Disaggregation of 
activities 

Activity 
type (y) % of trips The potential frequency of 

use of the activity type (fy)  
  LJUBLJANA EDINBURGH LJUBLJANA EDINBURGH 
Entertainment/Leisure 
time  

26 (→ 100%) 35 (→ 100%) 

  

Small local parks  1 2 (→ 22%) 5,5 (→ 15,7%) 
Large urban parks 2 3,5 (→ 24%) 10 (→ 28,6%) 
Play spaces for children 
and young people 3 2,5 (→ 6%) 3,5 (→ 10%) 

Allotments, community 
gardens 4 0,5 (→ 2%) 0,5 (→ 1,4%) 

Sport fields (school 
playing fields; other 
playing fields and 
pitches, other outdoor 
sport areas) 

5 2 (→ 4%) 0,5 (→ 1,4%) 

Large size open space 
areas on the edge of the 
city (fields, forest, hills, 
meadows) 

6 4 (→ 15%) 3 (→ 8,6%) 

Protected areas 
(regional parks, nature 
parks) 

7 3 (→ 2%) 2 (→ 5,7%) 

Wetlands/marshes  8 1,5 (→ 2%) 2 (→ 5,7%) 
Green corridors (e.g. 
river banks, footpaths, 
cycleways) 

9 3 (→ 13%) 4,5 (→ 12,9%) 

Cemeteries and 
churchyards 10 0,5 (→ 6%) 1,5 (→ 4,3%) 

Countryside settlements 
and their surroundings 11 5 (→ 4%) 2 (→ 5,7%) 

Employment 12 23 23 23 23 
Shopping 13 17 24 17 24 
School (primary, high, 
university) 14 10 3 10 3 

Business  15 6 2 6 2 
Other  16 18 13 18 13 
TOTAL  100 100 100 100 

Table F.1: Disaggregation of activities for both case studies (based on the previously 
undertaken studies and from the questionnaire findings. 

Transport 
infrastructure LJUBLJANA EDINBURGH 

Road network Local roads, regional roads, public Bridleways; construction roads; crossings; 
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Table F.2: Data on infrastructure network, taken into account when calculating 
accessibility by different means of transport. 
 

F.1 Graphical representation of information considered in case study 

application of the SAL 

 
Figure F.1: Distribution of small local parks considered for the SAL analysis – 
Ljubljana. 

(NMw) ways, local roads between 
settlements. 

footways, roads where cycling is 
inaccessible; living streets; paths; 
pedestrian roads; minor, primary and and 
secondary roads, residential roads; 
service roads; steps; tracks; unclassified 
roads; local streets; pedestrianised roads; 
private roads publicly accessible. 

Cycle paths and 
footpaths (NMc) 

Cycle routes, public ways for cyclists 
and pedestrians, roads with bike 
lanes. 

Bridleways; cycleways; paths; primary, 
secondary and tertiary roads; residential 
roads; service roads; tracks; unclassified 
roads; local streets, minor roads; private 
roads publicly accessible. 

Public 
transportation 
(rail and/or bus 
network) (PT) 

Railways for passenger traffic, bus 
corridor  Lothian buses route network. 

Road network 
(CAR) 

Local roads, regional roads, highway, 
express roads, main roads, local 
roads between settlements. 

Construction roads; crossings; 
motorways; minor, primary, secondary 
and tertiary roads; residential roads; 
service roads; trunk roads; unclassified 
roads; local streets; private roads publicly 
accessible. 
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Figure F.2: Distribution of large urban parks considered for the SAL analysis – 
Ljubljana. 
 

 
Figure F.3: Distribution of play spaces for children and young people considered for 
the SAL analysis – Ljubljana. 
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Figure F.4: Distribution of allotments and community gardens considered for the 
SAL analysis – Ljubljana. 
 

 
Figure F.5: Distribution of sports fields considered for the SAL analysis – Ljubljana. 
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Figure F.6: Distribution of large size open space areas on the edge of the city 
considered for the SAL analysis – Ljubljana. 
 

 
Figure F.7: Distribution of protected areas considered for the SAL analysis – 
Ljubljana. 
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Figure F.8: Distribution of wetlands/marshes considered for the SAL analysis – 
Ljubljana. 
 

 
Figure F.9: Distribution of green corridors considered for the SAL analysis – 
Ljubljana. 
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Figure F.10: Distribution of cemeteries and churchyards considered for the SAL 
analysis – Ljubljana. 
 

 
Figure F.11: Distribution of countryside settlements and their surroundings 
considered for the SAL analysis – Ljubljana. 
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Figure F.12: Pedestrian infrastructure considered for SAL analysis – Ljubljana. 
 

 
Figure F.13: Cycling infrastructure considered for SAL analysis – Ljubljana. 
 



 

 54 

 
Figure F.14: Public transportation routes considered for SAL analysis – Ljubljana. 
 

 
Figure F.15: Road infrastructure considered for SAL analysis – Ljubljana. 
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Figure F.16: Distribution of small local parks considered for the SAL analysis – 
Edinburgh. 

 
Figure F.17: Distribution of large urban parks considered for the SAL analysis – 
Edinburgh. 
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Figure F.18: Distribution of play spaces for children and young people considered 
for the SAL analysis – Edinburgh. 
 

 
Figure F.19: Distribution of allotments and community gardens considered for the 
SAL analysis – Edinburgh. 
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Figure F.20: Distribution of sports fields considered for the SAL analysis – 
Edinburgh. 

 
Figure F.21: Distribution of large size open space areas on the edge of the city 
considered for the SAL analysis – Edinburgh. 
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Figure F.22: Distribution of protected areas considered for the SAL analysis – 
Edinburgh. 

 
Figure F.23: Distribution of ‘water-bearing areas’ considered for the SAL analysis – 
Edinburgh. 
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Figure F.24: Distribution of green corridors considered for the SAL analysis – 
Edinburgh. 

 
Figure F.25: Distribution of cemeteries and churchyards considered for the SAL 
analysis – Edinburgh. 
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Figure F.26: Distribution of countryside settlements and their surroundings 
considered for the SAL analysis – Edinburgh. 
 

 
Figure F.27: Pedestrian infrastructure considered for SAL analysis – Edinburgh. 
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Figure F.28: Cycling infrastructure considered for SAL analysis – Edinburgh. 

 
Figure F.29: Public transportation routes considered for SAL analysis – Edinburgh. 
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Figure F.30: Road infrastructure considered for SAL analysis – Edinburgh. 
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Appendix G – Statistical analyses of the questionnaires 
	  

G.1 Descriptive statistics  

 

 

Table G.1: Length of living in the current residence, by age groups and by the case 
study cities. In the ‘Other’ option the majority of responses were “I’ve been living 
here for the whole life” or “More than 10 years”, etc. 
 

Ljubljana  
(N = 146; multiple choice answers) 

 

Edinburgh  
(N = 133; multiple choice answers) 

Large urban parks 103  71% Large urban parks 113  85% 
Small local parks and informal 
green areas 96  66% Small local parks and informal 

green areas 64  48% 

Large sized, open spaces on the 
edge of the city 61 42% Green corridors 55  41% 

Green corridors 54  37% Play spaces for children and 
young people 40  30% 

Cemeteries, churchyards 27  18% Large sized, open spaces on the 
edge of the city 38  29% 

Play spaces for children and 
young people 21  14% Protected areas 28  21% 

Protected areas 14  10% 
Country parks, countryside 
settlements and their surrounding 
areas 

24  18% 

Country parks, countryside 
settlements and their surrounding 
areas 

17  12%  Cemeteries, churchyards 18  14% 

Sports fields/open spaces 13  9%  Sports fields/open spaces 7  5% 
Marsh/wetlands 12  8%  Allotments, community gardens 3  2% 

Allotments, community gardens 8  5%  Marsh/wetlands / / 

Table G.2: The descending presentation of visited green space types, by the case 
study city. 
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Table G.3: The most visited green spaces, by case study city. 
 

 
Figure G.1: The most visited green spaces, by the age groups (N=271). 
 

MOST OFTEN VISITED GREEN SPACE  
(multiple response question; (total = 271 
respondents) 

18 – 29 30 – 59  60+ 

Small local parks and informal green areas 52 79 24 
Large urban parks 69 109 33 
Play spaces for children and young people 8 46 5 

MOST OFTEN VISITED GREEN SPACE 
(multiple response question) 

Edinburgh (total = 
133) 

Ljubljana (total = 
146) Total  

Small local parks and informal green 
areas 64 (48%) 96 (66%) 160 

Large urban parks 113 (85%) 103 (71%) 216 
Play spaces for children and young 
people 40 (30%) 21 (14%) 61 

Allotments, community gardens 3 (2%) 8 (5%) 11 
Sports fields/open spaces 7 (5%) 13 (9%) 20 
Large sized, open spaces on the edge of 
the city 38 (29%) 61(42%) 99 

Protected areas 28 (21%) 14 (10%) 42 
Marsh/wetlands / 12 (8%) 12 
Green corridors 55 (41%) 54 (37%) 109 
Cemeteries, churchyards 18 (14%) 27 (18%) 45 
Country parks, countryside settlements 
and their surrounding areas 24 (18%) 17 (12%) 41 
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Allotments, community gardens 1 6 3 
Sports fields/open spaces 10 8 1 
Large sized, open spaces on the edge of the city 37 49 11 
Protected areas 12 20 9 
Marsh/wetlands 
*total = 144 respondents 1 6 5 

Green corridors 38 57 14 
Cemeteries, churchyards 10 14 20 
Country parks, countryside settlements and their 
surrounding areas 12 18 7 

Table G.4: The most visited green spaces, by the age groups. 
 

Most often visited green space in the past three years 
Ljubljana  

Every 
day 

2 or 3 
times a 
week 

Once 
per 

week 

2 or 3 
times a 
month 

Once a 
month 

2 or 3 
times a 

year 

Less 
than 
once 

per year 

Never 

Šmarna gora (N=113) 0 2 2 4 11 41 32 21 
Rašica (N=107) 0 0 1 0 3 18 29 56 
Toško Čelo (N = 107) 0 0 0 1 2 26 31 47 
Ljubljansko barje med 
Črno vasjo in Igom 
(N=110) 

0 0 3 11 11 36 23 26 

Ljubljansko barje med 
Rakovo Jelšo in 
Tržaško cesto (N=107) 

0 1 0 8 3 17 17 61 

Območje ob Savi 
(N=106) 0 0 2 2 4 13 24 61 

Zajčja dobrava (N=102) 0 0 1 0 4 6 20 71 
Rožnik in Šišenski hrib 
(N=126) 8 14 15 21 21 34 7 6 

Mali Rožnik in Mostec 
(N=108) 3 11 13 8 11 31 14 17 

Golovec (N=119) 0 15 8 6 21 32 15 22 
Pot spominov in 
tovarištva (N=115) 2 8 11 9 19 31 19 16 

Janče in Orle (N=108) 0 1 1 2 3 18 29 54 
Krim (N=103) 0 0 0 1 2 11 23 66 
Podpeško jezero 
(N=105) 0 0 1 4 3 24 19 54 

Bizovik (N=103) 0 3 1 2 4 5 16 72 
Other (N=28) 5 4 3 3 2 0 5 6 

Table G.5: Visiting of selected peri-urban green spaces in Ljubljana. 
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Most often visited green space in the past three years 
Edinburgh  

Every 
day 

2 or 3 
times a 
week 

Once 
per 

week 

2 or 3 
times a 
month 

Once a 
month 

2 or 3 
times a 

year 

Less 
than 
once 

per year 

Never 

Union Canal from the 
City Bypass towards 
Ratho (N=121) 

1 5 4 8 5 23 34 41 

Musselburgh (The links, 
River Esk area) 
(N=119) 

0 0 4 2 11 26 31 45 

Water of Leith from 
Balerno to Slateford 
(N=122) 

1 0 3 9 13 34 31 31 

Cramond Foreshore 
(N=122) 0 1 1 2 11 43 29 35 

Portobello beach  
(N=130) 3 1 3 6 14 56 25 22 

Roslin Glen Country 
Park (N=118) 0 0 0 2 2 12 36 66 

Dalkeith Country Park 
(N=116) 0 0 0 3 2 14 23 74 

Dalmeny and 
surroundings (N=110) 0 0 1 0 2 6 16 85 

Little France area 
(N=115) 1 0 0 0 0 12 19 83 

Burdiehouse (N=111) 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 107 
Cammo Estate (N=114) 0 0 0 0 2 7 12 93 
Balerno/ Black Hill/ 
Glencorse/ Harlow/ 
Flotterstone (N=117) 

0 0 0 4 3 37 29 44 

Bonaly/ Swanston/ 
Allermuir (N=116) 0 1 3 1 0 24 25 62 

Nine Mile Burn/ Monks 
Rigg/ Braid Law 
(N=112) 

0 1 0 2 2 21 27 59 

Other place (N=47) 1 1 4 6 4 6 3 22 

Table G.6: Visiting of selected peri-urban green spaces in Edinburgh. 
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G.2 Mann-Whitney test, Chi-square test, Kruskal Wallis test  

 

 Cycle 
routes and 
footpaths 
from your 
home to 
this site 

Accessibility 
by public 
transport 

Maintenance/ 
quality of cycle 

routes and 
footpaths 

Information 
boards and 
signage TO 

the site 

Information 
boards and 
signage ON 

the site 

Lighting Facilities 
provided 

(=toilets, bins, 
seating, 
drinking 
water) 

Play 
equipment 
for children 

Parking 

Mann-
Whitney 
U Test 

5718,000 5684,500 5691,000 5422,500 6399,500 5314,500 7038,500 4851,000 5707,500 

Z -2,998 -0,762 -2,019 -2,127 -1,108 -1,163 -1,298 -1,248 -1,301 

p-value 0,003 0,446 0,043 0,033 -0,268 -0,245 -0,194 0,212 0,193 

Table G.7: Mann-Whitney U Test – The differences between Ljubljana and 
Edinburgh in the level of satisfaction with the maintenance of, and access to 
respondents’ most often visited peri-urban green space. 
 

Ljubljana  
(N = 162; multiple 
choice answers) 

% 
Age groups 

 

Edinburgh  
(N = 167; multiple 
choice answers) 

% 
Age groups 

χ2 p-
value χ2 p-

value 

Driving licence 82 0,354 0,838 Driving licence 58 13,682 0,001 
Car  66 27,126 0,000 Bicycle  44 4,318 0,115 

Bicycle  69 32,398 0,000 Car 35 37,302 0,000 
Monthly ticket for the 

bus (city and/or 
surroundings) 

40* 4,930 0,085 
Monthly ticket for the 

bus (city and/or 
surroundings) 

11 24,879 0,000 

Motorcycle 4 0,051 0,975 Motorcycle 2 0,449 0,799 
None of the above 3 6,536 0,038 None of the above 19 10,428 0,005 

*In Ljubljana, bus ticket ownership was divided in three options: Monthly ticket for city bus; Monthly ticket for city 
bus and surrounding areas; Monthly combination bus ticket. 

Table G.8: Chi-square Test – Number of respondents that own a car, a driving 
licence, a bus ticket, a bicycle, a motorcycle, or none. 
 

 

Significant differences in age groups, for both case study cities, in: 
- Visits paid to green spaces (Q1);  
- Time, willing to spend travelling to each type of open space (Q2); 
- Visiting peri-urban green open spaces (Q6); 
- Means of transport used to get to the peri-urban green open space (Q7a); 
- Deciding factors in respondents’ choice if transport when planning a visit to these open spaces (Q8); 
- Reasons for not visiting peri-urban green open spaces more often (Q9); 
- Type of peri-urban green open space (Q10a); 
- Reasons for visiting peri-urban green open space (Q15); 
- Level of satisfaction with the maintenance of, and access to their most often visited peri-urban green 
space (Q16); 
- Possible ways of managing respondents most often visited peri-urban green space in the future 
(Q20); 
- Respondents’ perceptions and attitudes to their most often visited peri-urban green space (Q21). 
 
IV = Independent variable 
Nature of variable: (O (ordinal)/C (categorical)/I (interval)); no. of levels) 
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CS = Chi-square Cross-tabs Test 
MW = Mann-Whitney U Test 
KW = Kruskal-Wallis Test 

Relations between variables 
Test 

 

Ljubljana 

 

Edinburgh 
(Nature of) 

 independen
t  variables 

(Nature of)  dependent 
 variables χ2 p-

value Trend χ2 p-
value Trend 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Visiting cemeteries, 
churchyards 

(IV, C, 2) 
CS 32,500 0,000 60+: + / /  

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Visiting play spaces for 
children and young 

people 
(IV, C, 2) 

CS / /  23,249 0,000 30-59: + 
0 – 29: – 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Visiting large sized, 
open spaces on the 

edge of the city 
(IV, C, 2) 

CS / /  9,295 0,010 30-59: – 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Time willing to spend 
travelling to large urban 

parks 
(IV; I; 7) 

KW / /  7,026 0,030 30-59: + 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Time willing to spend 
travelling to play spaces 
for children and young 

people 
(IV; I; 7) 

KW / /  13,112 0,001 30-59: + 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Time willing to spend 
travelling to allotments, 

community gardens 
(IV; I; 7) 

KW 6,042 0,049 60+: + / /  

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q6 – Visiting peri-urban 
green spaces 

(IV; C; 2) 
CS 7,376 0,025 30-59: + 28,705 0,000 30-59: + 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q7a – Means of 
transport used to go to 
peri-urban green space 

(IV; C; 5) 

CS / /  / /  

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q8 – My mood 
(IV; I, 5) KW / /  10,858 0,004 0-29: + 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q8 – My children 
(IV; I, 5) KW 19,841 0,000 0-29: – 30,155 0,000 30-59: + 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q8 – Transport 
availability 
(IV; I, 5) 

KW 7,563 0,023 60+: + / /  

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q9 – Lack of time 
(IV; C; 2) CS 29,175 0,000 30-59: +    

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q9 – Financial reasons 
(IV; C; 2) CS 10,546 0,005 30-59: +    

Age 
groups 

Q9 – There is no one to 
go with CS    6,715 0,035 30-59: – 
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(IV; O; 3) (IV; C; 2) 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q9 – Lack of good 
transport links 

(IV; C; 2) 
CS 6,217 0,045 30-59: –    

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q10a – Most visited 
peri-urban green space 

type (C; 6) 
CS / /  / /  

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q15 – Observe the 
wildlife 

(IV; C; 2) 
CS 9,237 0,010 30-59: +    

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q15 – Enjoy some 
peace and relaxation 

(IV; C; 2) 
CS    6,589 0,037 0-29: + 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q15 – It is a good place 
for family outing 

(IV; C; 2) 
CS    7,262 0,026 30-59: + 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q15 – Play with children 
(IV; C; 2) CS 14,598 0,001 30-59: + 16,010 0,000 30-59: + 

0-29: – 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q15 – For active 
recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

CS 14,283 0,001 30-59: +    

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q15 – Play sports 
games with friends 

(IV; C; 2) 
CS 6,828 0,033 30-59: +    

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q15 – Have a picnic/ 
barbecue 
(IV; C; 2) 

CS 6,975 0,031 30-59: +    

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q16 
(IV; I; 5) KW / /  / /  

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q20 
(IV; I; 5) KW / /  / /  

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q21 – I feel the 
happiest when I am 

there. 
(IV; I; 5) 

KW 12,783 0,002 60+: –    

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q21 – I really miss this 
place when I am away. 

(IV; I; 5) 
KW 9,773 0,008 0-29: –    

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q21 – I know this place 
inside out. 
(IV; I; 5) 

KW    8,685 0,013 0-29: – 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q21 – I have spent the 
majority of my childhood 

here. 
(IV; I; 5) 

KW    14,368 0,001 0-29: – 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q21 – I am not moving 
away in a near future. 

(IV; I; 5) 
KW    15,282 0,000 30-59: + 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q21 – This place and 
surrounding are good 
just the way they are. 

KW 8,313 0,016 0-29: –    



 

 70 

(IV; I; 5) 
 

Age 
groups 

(IV; O; 3) 

Q21 – This place and 
surrounding are most 

important for its forests 
and water features. 

(IV; I; 5) 

KW 10,282 0,006 0-29: –    

Table G.9: Significant differences in age groups and a range of considered 
variables, for each case study city. 
 

Relations between variables 
Test 

 

Ljubljana 

 

Edinburgh 
(Nature of) 

 independen
t  variables 

(Nature of)  dependent 
 variables χ2 p-

value Notes  χ2 p-
value Notes 

Owning a 
second 
house 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q1 – play areas 
for children 
(IV, C, 2) 

CS 3,958 0,047  / /  

Owning a 
second 
house 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q1 – countryside 
settlements 

(IV, C, 2) 
CS 4,126 0,042  / /  

Owning a 
second 
house 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q21 – This place 
is my favourite 

place to be. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 1492,000 0,030 

People 
without a 
second 

house: + 

/ /  

Owning a 
second 
house 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q21 – I like this 
place because 

there are friendly 
people around. 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW 1312,500 0,013 

People 
without a 
second 

house: + 

/ /  

Owning a 
second 
house 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q21 – This place 
and its 

surroundings are 
important most of 
all for their open 

fields 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    336,500 0,042 

People 
without a 
second 

house: + 

Table G.10: Found significant differences between owning a second house and the 
considered range of variables. 
 

Relations between 
variables 

Test 

 

Ljubljana 

 

Edinburgh 
(Nature of) 

 independen
t  variables 

(Nature of) 
 dependent 
 variables χ2 p-

value Notes χ2 p-
value Notes 

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q1 – Visiting 
large sized, 
green open 
spaces on 
the edge of 

the city 
(IV, C, 2) 

CS 8,599 0,003     

Owning a Q1 – Visiting CS 4,930 0,026  6,290 0,012  
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bicycle 
(IV, C; 2) 

green 
corridors 
(IV, C, 2) 

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q1 – Visiting 
cemeteries, 
churchyards 

(IV, C, 2) 

CS 

 

14,165 0,000  

 

8,641 0,003  

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q2 – Time, 
willing to 
spend to 

sports 
fields/open 

spaces 
(IV; I; 7) 

MW 279,500 0,003     

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q2 – Time, 
willing to 
spend to 

countryside 
(IV; I; 7) 

MW    1674,
000 0,047  

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q6 – Visiting 
pul 

(IV; C; 2) 
CS 9,244 0,002  8,905 0,003  

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q8 – The 
purpose of 

my visit. 
(IV; I, 5) 

MW 407,000 0,003     

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q8 – My 
children. 
(IV; I, 5) 

MW 282,500 0,025     

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q8 – Current 
weather 

conditions. 
(IV; I, 5) 

MW 570,000 0,031     

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q8 – 
Financial 
reasons. 
(IV; I, 5) 

MW 345,000 0,033     

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q9 – Lack of 
time. 

(IV; C; 2) 
CS 5,404 0,020     

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q10a – Most 
visited pul 
type (C; 6) 

CS / /  / /  

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q15 – It’s a 
good place 
for a walk 

where I can 
enjoy nature. 

(IV; C; 2) 

CS 4,066 0,044     

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q15 – Enjoy 
some peace 

and 
relaxation. 
(IV; C; 2) 

CS 11,588 0,001     

Owning a 
bicycle 

Q15 – I 
come here CS 15,329 0,000  4,361 0,037  
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(IV, C; 2) for active 
recreation. 
(IV; C; 2) 

 

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q16 – 
Information 
TO the site. 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW 

 

740,000 0,026  

 

   

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q20 
(IV; I; 5) MW / /  / /  

Owning a 
bicycle 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q21 – I feel 
as I am able 

to move 
freely. 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW 846,000 0,008     

Table G.11: Bicycle ownership in relation to the range of considered variables. 
 

 Relations between 
variables 

Test 

 

Ljubljana 

 

Edinburgh 

R
o
w 

(Nature of) 
 independent 

 variables 

(Nature of) 
 dependent 
 variables χ2 

p-
valu

e 
Notes χ2 p-

value Notes 

1 
Owning a 

car 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q1 – Play 
areas for 
children 

and youth. 
(IV, C, 2) 

CS    26,703 0,000 
People 

with a car: 
+ 

2 
Owning a 

car 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q2 – Time 
willing to 
spend to 

large 
parks. 

(IV; I; 7) 

MW 1734,000 0,017 
People 

without a 
car: + 

   

3 
Owning a 

car 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q6 – 
Visiting 

peri-urban 
green 
space 

(IV; C; 2) 

CS    4,836 0,028 
People 

without a 
car: - 

4 
Owning a 

car 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q8 – My 
children. 
(IV; I, 5) 

MW 475,500 0,001 
People 
with a 
car: + 

693,500 0,000 
People 

with a car: 
+ 

5 
Owning a 

car 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q8 – My 
mood. 

(IV; I, 5) 
MW    1340,500 0,017 

People 
without a 

car: + 

6 
Owning a 

car 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q8 – 
Transport 

availability. 
(IV; I, 5) 

MW    1460,000 0,002 
People 

without a 
car: + 

7 
Owning a 

car 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q9 – Lack 
of time 

(IV; C; 2) 
CS 3,994 0,046 

People 
with a 
car: + 

   

8 Owning a Q9 – There CS 10,153 0,001 People 13,181 0,000 People 
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car 
(IV, C; 2) 

is no one 
to go with. 
(IV; C; 2) 

with a 
car: - 

without a 
car: + 

9 
Owning a 

car 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q9 – Feels 
unsafe. 

(IV; C; 2) 
CS 

 

3,864 0,049 
People 
with a 
car: - 

 

   

1
0 

Owning a 
car 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q9 – 
Financial 
reasons. 
(IV; C; 2) 

CS    5,282 0,022 
People 

with a car: 
- 

1
1 

Owning a 
car 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q9 – Too 
far from my 

home. 
(IV; C; 2) 

CS    9,095 0,003 
People 

without a 
car: + 

1
2 

Owning a 
car 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q9 – Not 
accessible 
by public 
transport. 
(IV; C; 2) 

CS    9,490 0,002 
People 

without a 
car: + 

1
3 

Owning a 
car 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q10a – 
Most 

visited pul 
type (C; 6) 

CS / /  / /  

1
4 

Owning a 
car 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q15 – Play 
with 

children. 
(IV; C; 
2)CS 

CS 6,961 0,008 
People 
with a 
car: + 

9,291 0,002 
People 

with a car: 
+ 

1
5 

Owning a 
car 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q15 – 
Enjoy 
some 

peace and 
relaxation. 
(IV; C; 2) 

CS    13,877 0,000 
People 

without a 
car: + 

1
6 

Owning a 
car 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q15 – It is 
good place 
for family 
outing. 

(IV; C; 2) 

CS    9,292 0,002 
People 

with a car: 
+ 

1
7 

Owning a 
car 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q16 –  
accessibilit
y by public 
transport. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    1118,500 0,025 
People 

without a 
car: + 

1
8 

Owning a 
car 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q20 
(IV; I; 5) MW / /  / /  

1
9 

Owning a 
car 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q21 – I 
know this 

place 
inside out. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    1913,000 0,035 
People 

with a car: 
+ 

2
0 

Owning a 
car 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q21 I have 
spent the 
majority of 

my 
childhood 

MW    2026,000 0,025 
People 

with a car: 
+ 
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here. 
(IV; I; 5) 

 

2
1 

Owning a 
car 

(IV, C; 2) 

Q21 – I am 
not moving 
away in a 

near 
future. 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW    1362,500 0,002 
 

People 
with a car: 

+ 

Table G.12: Car ownership in relation to the range of considered variables. 
 

 Relations between 
variables 

Test 

 

Ljubljana 

 

Edinburgh 

R
o
w 

(Nature of) 
 independent 

 variables 

(Nature of) 
 dependent 
 variables χ2 p-

value Notes χ2 p-
value Notes 

1 
Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q1 
(IV, C, 2) CS / /  / /  

2 
Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q2 – Time, 
willing to 
spend to 

large parks. 
(IV; I; 7) 

MW 2120,000 0,048 

People 
with 
buss 

pass: + 
   

3 
Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q2 – Time, 
willing to 
spend to 

large sized, 
open spaces 
on the edge 
of the city. 
(IV; I; 7) 

MW    647,500 0,023 
People 

with buss 
pass: + 

4 
Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q2 – Time, 
willing to 

spend 
travelling to 
cemeteries, 

churchyards. 
(IV; I; 7) 

MW    217,000 0,003 
People 

with buss 
pass: + 

5 
Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q6 – Visiting 
peri-urban 

gs 
(IV; C; 2) 

CS / /  / /  

6 
Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q8 – My 
mood. 

(IV; I, 5) 
MW    465,500 0,042 

People 
without a 

buss pass: 
+ 

7 
Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q8 – Current 
weather 

conditions. 
(IV; I, 5) 

MW    438,500 0,030 
 

People 
without a 

buss pass: 
+ 

8 
Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q8 – 
Transport 

availability. 
(IV; I, 5) 

MW    607,000 0,050 
 

People 
with a buss 

pass: + 
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9 
Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q8 Distance 
from the 

green space. 
(IV; I, 5) 

MW 984,500 0,020 

People 
without 
a buss 
pass: + 

   

1
0 

Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q9 – There 
is no one to 

go with. 
(IV; C; 2) 

CS 5,679 0,017 

People 
with a 
buss 

pass: - 

   

1
1 

Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q9 – Too far 
from my 
home. 

(IV; C; 2) 

CS 4,138 0,042 

People 
without 
a buss 
pass: + 

   

1
2 

Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q10a – Most 
visited pul 
type (C; 6) 

CS / /  / /  

1
3 

Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q15 
(IV; C; 2) CS / /  / /  

1
4 

Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q16 
(IV; I; 5) MW / /  / /  

1
5 

Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q20 – 
Priority 

green areas 
should be 
identified. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    948,000 0,029 
People 

with a buss 
pass: + 

1
6 

Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q21 – I feel 
as I am able 

to move 
freely in this 

space. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    675,000 0,040 
People 

with a buss 
pass: + 

1
7 

Holding a 
bus pass 
(IV, C; 2) 

Q21 – My 
roots are 

here. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 1479,000 0,012 

People 
with a 
buss 

pass: + 

   

Table G.13: Holding a bus pass in relation to the range of considered variables. 
 

 Relations between 
variables 

Test 

 

Ljubljana 

 

Edinburgh 

R
o
w 

(Nature of) 
 independent 

 variables 

(Nature of) 
 dependent 
 variables χ2 p-

value Notes χ2 p-
value Notes 

1 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q8 – 
Distance 
from the 

green space. 
(IV; I, 5) 

KW 12,159 0,016     

2 
Transport 
means to 
get to the 

Q9 – 
Financial 
reasons. 

CS 18,814 0,001     
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most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

(IV; C; 2) 

3 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q9 – Feels 
unsafe. 

(IV; C; 2) 
CS 

 

   

 

16,124 0,006  

4 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q10a – Most 
visited pul 
type (C; 6) 

CS 62,409 0,000  42,493 0,002  

5 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q8 – 
Distance 
from the 

green space.  
(C; 6) 

KW 12,159 0,016 

People 
that go 
by bus, 
agree 

the 
stronges

t. 

   

6 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q8 – My 
children. (C; 

6) 
KW    16,594 0,002 

People wo 
use a car: 

+ 

7 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q8 – The 
season. (C; 

6) 
KW    10,909 0,028 Other: + 

8 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q8 – 
Financial 

reasons. (C; 
6) 

KW    11,079 0,026 By foot: + 

9 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 

Q8 – How 
much time I 
have. (C; 6) 

KW    9,467 0,050 By foot: + 
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(IV; C; 5) 

1
0 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q8 – 
Transport 

availability. 
(C; 6) 

KW    12,385 0,015 By buss: + 

1
1 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q9 – I am 
too tired for 
activities of 

this type. (C; 
6) 

CS 

 

15,484 0,004 With a 
car: + 

 

   

1
2 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q9 – Lack of 
regulated 
parking 

spaces. (C; 
6) 

CS    10,253 0,036  

1
3 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q14 (C; 6) KW    12,775 0,012 

People 
who go by 
bus, take 

the longest 
time to get 

there. 

1
4 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q15 – Enjoy 
some peace 

and 
relaxation. 
(IV; C; 2) 

CS    11,154 0,025 By foot: + 

1
5 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q15 – It’s a 
good place 
for family 
outing. 

(IV; C; 2)CS 

CS    14,985 0,005 With a car: 
+ 

1
6 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q15 – Play 
with 

children. 
(IV; C; 2) 

CS    10,083 0,039  

1
7 

Transport 
means to 

Q15 – It is a 
good place CS    13,826 0,008 With a car: 

+ 
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get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

to learn 
about the 
nature. 

(IV; C; 2) 

1
8 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q16 – Cycle 
routes from 

home to 
green space. 

(IV; I; 5) 

KW 

 

13,880 0,008 

By 
bicycle 
& on 

foot: + 

 

   

1
9 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q20 
(IV; I; 5) KW / /  / /  

2
0 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q21 – This 
place is the 

best for 
things I 

enjoy the 
most. 

(IV; I; 5) 

KW 10,987 0,027 
By 

bicycle: 
+t 

   

2
1 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q21 – This 
place is nice 
because of 
historical 
features. 
(IV; I; 5) 

KW    13,094 0,011 On foot: + 

Table G.14: Transport means to get to respondents’ most often visited peri-urban 
green space, in relation to the range of considered variables. 
 

 Relations between 
variables 

Test 

 

Ljubljana 

 

Edinburgh 

R
o
w 

(Nature of) 
 independent 

 variables 

(Nature of) 
 dependent 
 variables χ2 p-

value Notes χ2 p-
value Notes 

1 

Going to 
the peri-

urban green 
space for 

active 
recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q3 – Having 
a bike 

(IV, C; 2) 
CS 15,329 0,000 

People 
who 

have a 
bike: + 

4,361 0,037 
People 

who have 
a bike: + 

2 

Going to 
the peri-

urban green 
space for 

Q4 – I never 
use bike. 
(IV, C; 2) 

CS 8,847 0,003 Correlati
on    
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active 
recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

3 

Going to 
the peri-

urban green 
space for 

active 
recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q4 – I use 
bike for 
leisure. 

 
(IV, C; 2) 

CS 5,752 0,016 
No 

correlati
on. 

   

4 

Going to 
the peri-

urban green 
space for 

active 
recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q4 – Riding 
to work. 
(IV, C; 2) 

CS 3,935 0,047 Correlati
on.    

5 

Going to 
the peri-

urban green 
space for 

active 
recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q4 – I use 
bike for 

recreation. 
(IV, C; 2) 

CS    9,431 0,002  

6 

Going to 
the peri-

urban green 
space for 

active 
recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q5 – Cycle 
paths along 

country 
roads. 

(IV, C; 2) 

CS    4,233 0,040 No 
correlation 

7 

Going to 
the peri-

urban green 
space for 

active 
recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q8 – The 
season. 
(IV; I, 5) 

MW 1049,500 0,050 
No 

correlati
on 

   

8 

Going to 
the peri-

urban green 
space for 

active 
recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q16 – 
Facilities 
provided. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    1353,50
0 0,044 

People 
who do not 

go: + 

9 

Going to 
the peri-

urban green 
space for 

active 
recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q21 – The 
best for 
things I 

enjoy the 
most. 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW    1421,50
0 0,043 People 

who go: + 

1
0 

Going to 
the peri-

urban green 
space for 

active 
recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q21 – I care 
about the 

future. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    1414,00
0 0,011 People 

who go: + 
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1
1 

Going to 
the peri-

urban gs for 
active 

recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q21 – There 
arent any 
annoying 
features. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    1340,00
0 0,018 People 

who go: + 

1
2 

Going to 
the peri-

urban green 
space for 

active 
recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q23a – Age 
groups. 

(IV; O; 3) 
MW 1596,500 0,000 

Younger 
people: 

+ 
   

1
3 

Going to 
the peri-

urban green 
space for 

active 
recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q25 – 
Current 

occupation 
(IV; C; 10) 

CS 23,118 0,003     

1
4 

Going to 
the peri-

urban green 
space for 

active 
recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q26 – Do 
you have 
children 

(IV; O; 4) 

MW 1887,500 0,031 

People 
without 

children: 
+ 

   

Table G.15: Transport means to get to respondents’ most often visited peri-urban 
green space, in relation to the range of considered variables. 
 

 Relations between 
variables 

Test 

 

Ljubljana 

 

Edinburgh 

R
o
w 

(Nature of) 
 independent 

 variables 

(Nature of) 
 dependent 
 variables χ2 p-

value Notes χ2 p-
value Notes 

1 

Q7a – 
Getting to 
the most 

often visited 
peri-urban 

green 
space by 
bicycle or 

by car 
(IV; C; 5) 

Satisfaction 
with cycle 
routes and 
footpaths 
from their 

home to the 
site 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW / /  / /  

2 

Using 
bicycle for 

leisure 
(IV; C; 2) 

Transport 
means to get 
to the most 
often visited 
peri-urban 

green space 
(IV; C; 5) 

CS    14,162 0,007  

3 

Using 
bicycle for 
recreation 
(IV; C; 2) 

Transport 
means to get 
to the most 
often visited 
peri-urban 

CS 14,846 0,062  11,607 0,021 On foot & 
by buss: - 



 

 81 

green space 
(IV; C; 5) 

4 

Transport 
means to 
get to the 
most often 
visited peri-
urban green 

space 
(IV; C; 5) 

Q10a – Most 
visited peri-
urban green 
space type  

(C; 6) 

CS  62,409 0,000 On foot: 
+  42,493 0,002 On foot: + 

Table G.16: Using different transport means in relation to the range of considered 
variables. 
 

 Relations between 
variables 

Test 

 

Ljubljana 

 

Edinburgh 

R
o
w 

(Nature of) 
 independent 

 variables 

(Nature of) 
 dependent 
 variables χ2 p-

value Notes χ2 p-
value Notes 

1 
I don’t feel 
the need. 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q20 – These 
areas should 

be kept 
green and 
sparsely 

built. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 1542,000 0,011 
No 

correlati
on 

792,500 0,003 No 
correlation 

2 
I don’t feel 
the need. 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q20 – These 
areas should 
be kept in a 

natural state. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    889,000 0,010 No 
correlation 

3 
I don’t feel 
the need. 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q20 – These 
areas could 
be used for 
expansion. 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW 1318,500 0,016 

People 
who do 
not feel 

the 
need: + 

661,500 0,000 

People 
who do not 

feel the 
need: + 

4 
I don’t feel 
the need. 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q21 – I feel 
happiest 

when I am 
there. 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW 1001,500 0,044 

People 
who did 
not tick 
‘I don’t 
not feel 

the 
need’: + 

524,500 0,012 

People 
who did 
not tick ‘I 
don’t not 
feel the 
need’: + 

5 
I don’t feel 
the need. 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q21 – This 
place makes 
me feel as I 

can be 
myself. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 843,000 0,007 

People 
who did 
not tick I 
don’t not 
feel the 
need: + 

   

6 
I don’t feel 
the need. 
(IV; C; 2) 

Q21 – 
Important for 

forest and 
water 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW    482,000 0,010 

People 
who did 
not tick I 
don’t not 
feel the 
need: + 

Table G.17: Not feeling the need to visit peri-urban green open spaces in relation to 
the range of considered variables. 
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 Relations between 
variables 

Test 

 

Ljubljana 

 

Edinburgh 

R
o
w 

(Nature of) 
 independent 

 variables 

(Nature of) 
 dependent 
 variables χ2 p-

value Notes χ2 p-
value Notes 

1 Gender 
(IV; C; 2) 

Transport 
means to get 
to the most 
often visited 
peri-urban 

green space 
(IV; C; 5) 

CS 13,841 0,008 

In 
compari
son with 
males, 

females 
would 
most 
likely 

walk or 
take a 
car. 

/ /  

2 Education 
(IV; O; 7) 

Transport 
means to get 
to the most 
often visited 
peri-urban 

green space 
(IV; C; 5) 

KS / /  / /  

3 Education 
(IV; O; 7) 

Q9 – Lack of 
time 

(IV; C; 2) 
CS    14,726 0,012 

Highly 
educated 
people: + 

4 Education 
(IV; O; 7) 

Q9 – Not 
accessible 
by public 
transport 
(IV; C; 2) 

CS 14,243 0,007     

5 Education 
(IV; O; 7) 

Q9 – I am 
not 

interested in 
going there. 

(IV; C; 2) 

CS    21,923 0,001 
Highly 

educated 
people: + 

Table G.18: Demographic characteristics as a predictor for the range of considered 
variables. 
 

 Relations between 
variables 

Test 

 

Ljubljana 

 

Edinburgh 

R
o
w 

(Nature of) 
 independent 

 variables 

(Nature of) 
 dependent 
 variables χ2 p-

value Notes χ2 p-
value Notes 

1 
Type of 
housing 
(IV, C; 6) 

Owning a 
second 
house 

(IV, C; 2) 

CS 0,547 0,990 
No 

significant 
difference 

5,642 0,343 
No 

significant 
difference 

2 
Type of 
housing 
(IV, C; 6) 

most visited 
pul type (C; 

6) 
CS 16,030 0,715 

No 
significant 
difference. 

20,584 0,716 
No 

significant 
difference 

3 
Length of 

living 
(IV, O, 5) 

Q21 – I feel 
happiest 

when I am 
there. 

(IV; I; 5) 

KW 9,599 0,048    3 to 6 
months: + 
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4 
Length of 

living 
(IV, O, 5) 

Q21 – I 
know this 

place inside 
out. 

(IV; I; 5) 

KW    22,553 0,000 More than 
2 years: + 

5 
Length of 

living 
(IV, O, 5) 

Q21 – My 
roots are 

here. 
(IV; I; 5) 

KW    11,344 0,023 More than 
2 years: + 

6 
Length of 

living 
(IV, O, 5) 

Q21 – I have 
spent the 
majority of 

my 
childhood 

here. 
(IV; I; 5) 

KW    23,912 0,000 More than 
2 years: + 

7 
Length of 

living 
(IV, O, 5) 

Q21 – I am 
not moving 
away soon. 

(IV; I; 5) 

KW    20,847 0,000 More than 
2 years: + 

8 
Length of 

living 
(IV, O, 5) 

most visited 
pul type (C; 

6) 
CS 13,857 0,609 

No 
significant 
difference 

23,482 0,266 
No 

significant 
difference 

Table G.19: Housing characteristics as a predictor for the range of considered 
variables. 
 

 Relations between 
variables 

Test 

 

Ljubljana 

 

Edinburgh 

R
o
w 

(Nature of) 
 independent 

 variables 

(Nature of) 
 dependent 
 variables χ2 p-

value Notes χ2 p-
value Notes 

1 

This place 
is my 

favourite 
place to be. 

(IV; I, 2) 

Q10a – Most 
visited pul 
type (C; 6) 

CS / /  / /  

2 

This place 
is my 

favourite 
place to be. 

(IV; I, 2) 

Q10a – Most 
visited pul 
type (C; 6) 
SPLIT FILE 

CS 31,878 0,010     

3 
Transport 
availability 
(IV; I; 5) 

Q1 – Visiting 
protected 

areas. 
(IV; C; 2) 

CS 14,284 0,006 
No 

correlati
on 

9,869 0,043 Correlation 

4 
Visiting 
green 

corridors 
Age groups KW / /  / /  

5 

Visiting 
large sized, 
green open 

spaces 

Age groups KW / /  / /  

Table G.20: Housing characteristics as a predictor for the range of considered 
variables. 
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 Relations between 
variables 

Test 

 

Ljubljana 

 

Edinburgh 

R
o
w 

(Nature of) 
 independent 

 variables 

(Nature of) 
 dependent 
 variables χ2 

p-
valu

e 
Notes χ2 p-

value Notes 

1 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

small parks 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – The 
purpose of 

my visit. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 846,500 0,018 No 
correlation    

2 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

small parks 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – The 
season 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    1019,00
0 0,037 correlation 

3 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

small parks 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – 
Accessibility 

by public 
transport 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 806,000 0,049 correlation 789,500 0,042 correlation 

4 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

small parks 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q20 
(IV; I; 5) MW / /  / /  

5 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

small parks 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – I like 
this place 
because 
there are 
friendly 
people 
around. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW / /  1232,50
0 0,031 correlation 

6 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

small parks 
(IV, C, 2) 

Age groups 
(IV; O; 3) CS 4,426 0,109 

No 
significant 
difference. 

0,583 0,747 
No 

significant 
difference. 

7 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large parks 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – The 
purpose of 

my visit. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 657,000 0,007 No 
correlation    

8 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large parks 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – Play 
equipment 

for children. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 383,000 0,001 correlation 409,000 0,032 No 
correlation 

9 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large parks 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – 
Parking. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 520,500 0,004 correlation    

1
0 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large parks 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – How 
much time I 

have. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    594,000 0,033 correlation 

1
1 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large parks 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – 
Information 
boards and 
signage TO 

site 
(IV; I; 5) 

 

MW    472,000 0,049 No 
correlation 
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1
2 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large parks 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q20 – These 
areas should 

be kept 
green and 
sparsely 

built. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    720,500 0,006 correlation 

1
3 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large parks 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 
(IV; I; 5) MW / /  / /  

1
4 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large parks 
(IV, C, 2) 

Age groups 
(IV; O; 3) CS 2,096 0,351 

No 
significant 
difference. 

0,361 0,835 
No 

significant 
difference. 

1
5 

Q1 – 
Visiting play 
spaces for 

children 
and young 

people 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – My 
mood. 

(IV; I; 5) 
MW 189,000 0,000 No 

correlation / /  

1
6 

Q1 – 
Visiting play 
spaces for 

children 
and young 

people 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – My 
children. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 270,500 0,001 correlation    

1
7 

Q1 – 
Visiting play 
spaces for 

children 
and young 

people 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – 
Distance 
from the 

green space. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 318,500 0,003 correlation    

1
8 

Q1 – 
Visiting play 
spaces for 

children 
and young 

people 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – Play 
equipment 
for children 
(IV; interval; 

5 levels) 

MW 259,500 0,004 correlation / /  

1
9 

Q1 – 
Visiting play 
spaces for 

children 
and young 

people 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q20 – These 
areas should 

be kept 
green and 
sparsely 

built. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 906,000 0,012 No 
correlation    

2
0 

Q1 – 
Visiting play 
spaces for 

children 
and young 

people 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q20 – 
Priority 
green 

spaces 
should be 
identified... 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW 774,000 0,022 
 

No 
correlation    

2
1 

Q1 – 
Visiting play 

Q21 – This 
place is my MW 546,000 0,020 No 

correlation    
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spaces for 
children 

and young 
people 

(IV, C, 2) 

 favourite 
place to be. 

(IV; I; 5) 

2
2 

Q1 – 
Visiting play 
spaces for 

children 
and young 

people 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – This 
place makes 
me feel I can 

be myself. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 546,500 0,007 No 
correlation    

2
3 

Q1 – 
Visiting play 
spaces for 

children 
and young 

people 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – I 
know this 

place inside 
out.  

(IV; I; 5) 

MW 629,500 0,014 No 
correlation    

2
4 

Q1 – 
Visiting play 
spaces for 

children 
and young 

people 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – I am 
not moving 
away in a 

near future.  
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    848,000 0,025 correlation 

2
5 

Q1 – 
Visiting play 
spaces for 

children 
and young 

people 
(IV, C, 2) 

Age groups 
(IV; O; 3) CS 3,644 0,162 

No 
significant 
difference. 

23,249 0,000 
Working 

age group: 
+ 

2
6 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

allotments, 
community 

gardens 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q8; Q16; 
Q20 

(IV; I; 5) 
MW / /  / /  

2
7 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

allotments, 
community 

gardens 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – This 
place and its 
surrounding 
have many 
local and 
historical 
features. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 131,000 0,043 correlation / /  

2
8 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

allotments, 
community 

gardens 
(IV, C, 2) 

Age groups 
(IV; O; 3) CS 2,990 0,224 

No 
significant 
difference. 

0,334 0,846 
No 

significant 
difference. 

2
9 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
sports 

fields/ open 
spaces 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – The 
purpose of 

my visit. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 219,000 0,016 correlation 61,500 0,017 No 
correlation 
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3
0 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
sports 

fields/ open 
spaces 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – My 
mood. (IV; I; 

5) 
MW    841,000 0,042 No 

correlation 

3
1 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
sports 

fields/ open 
spaces 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – Play 
equipment 

for children. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    98,500 0,026 correlation 

3
2 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
sports 

fields/ open 
spaces 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q20 – These 
areas should 
be kept in a 

natural state. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 523,000 0,048 No 
correlation    

3
3 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
sports 

fields/ open 
spaces 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – This 
place makes 
me feel I can 
be myself.. 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW 396,500 0,050 No 
correlation    

3
4 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
sports 

fields/ open 
spaces 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – 
Because 
there are 
friendly 
people 
around. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 295,500 0,007 correlation    

3
5 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
sports 

fields/ open 
spaces 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – I have 
spent the 
majority of 

my 
childhood 

here.  
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    237,500 0,018 correlation 

3
6 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
sports 

fields/ open 
spaces 

(IV, C, 2) 

Age groups 
(IV; O; 3) CS 5,814 0,055 

No 
significant 
difference. 

0,962 0,618 
No 

significant 
difference. 

3
7 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large sized, 
green open 

spaces 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – 
Financial 
reasons 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 718,000 0,003 No 
correlation / /  

3
8 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large sized, 
green open 

spaces 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 –
Information 
boards and 
signage TO 
site. (IV; I; 5) 

MW 909,000 0,011 No 
correlation    

3
9 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large sized, 

Q20 – 
Priority 

green areas 
MW 1628,00

0 
0,019 

 

responden
ts who 

visit gs: + 
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green open 
spaces 

(IV, C, 2) 

 should be 
identified 

and required 
to be well 

maintained. 
(IV; I; 5) 

that 
priority 
areas 

should be 
identified. 

4
0 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large sized, 
green open 

spaces 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – I feel 
relaxed 

when I am 
there. 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW 1431,50
0 

0,005 
 correlation    

4
1 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large sized, 
green open 

spaces 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – I feel 
happiest 

when I am 
there. 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW 1241,50
0 

0,016 
 correlation    

4
2 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large sized, 
green open 

spaces 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – This 
place makes 
me feel as I 

can be 
myself. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 1110,00
0 

0,010 
 correlation    

4
3 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large sized, 
green open 

spaces 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – I am 
not moving 
away from 
this part of 
the city in 
the near 
future. 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW    770,000 0,008 No 
correlation 

4
4 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

large sized, 
green open 

spaces 
(IV, C, 2) 

Age groups 
(IV; O; 3) CS 3,262 0,196  9,295 0,010 Younger 

people: + 

4
5 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – The 
purpose of 

my visit. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 280,000 0,015 correlation / /  

4
6 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – My 
children. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    646,500 0,022 No 
correlation 

4
7 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – The 
season. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    650,500 0,015 No 
correlation 

4
8 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

(IV, C, 2) 
 

Q8 – Current 
weather 

conditions. 
(IV; I; 5) 

 

MW 346,500 0,037 No 
correlation    
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4
9 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 –
Transport 

availability. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 182,000 0,008 No 
correlation 765,500 0,022 correlation 

5
0 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – 
Distance 
from the 

green space. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 289,000 0,018 No 
correlation    

5
1 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – Play 
equipment 

for children. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 133,000 0,006 No 
correlation    

5
2 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – 
Parking. (IV; 

I; 5) 
MW 283,000 0,026 No 

correlation    

5
3 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q20 – These 
areas should 

be kept in 
their natural 

state.  
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 535,500 0,008 correlation    

5
4 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – I feel 
relaxed 

when I am 
there. 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW 516,500 0,024 correlation    

5
5 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – I feel 
happiest 

when I am 
there. 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW 444,500 0,024 correlation    

5
6 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – This 
place makes 
me feel as I 

can be 
myself. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 376,000 0,031 correlation    

5
7 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – This 
place is the 
best place 
for things I 
enjoy the 

most. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 372,500 0,024 
 correlation    

5
8 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – I 
know this 

place inside 
out. 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW 340,000 0,005 correlation    

5
9 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

Q21 – This 
place and its 
surroundings 

are most  

MW 311,000 0,004 correlation    
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(IV, C, 2) important for 
its forests 
and water 
features. 
(IV; I; 5) 

6
0 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

protected 
areas 

(IV, C, 2) 

Age groups 
(IV; O; 3) CS 3,206 0,201 

No 
significant 
difference. 

2,577 0,276 
No 

significant 
difference. 

6
1 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
green 

corridors 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – The 
purpose of 

my visit. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 923,000 0,024 
 correlation    

6
2 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
green 

corridors 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – My 
children. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 655,500 0,019 No 
correlation    

6
3 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
green 

corridors 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – The 
season. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    1009,00
0 

0,039 
 

No 
correlation 

6
4 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
green 

corridors 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – 
Accessibility 

by public 
transport. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    785,500 0,049 No 
correlation 

6
5 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
green 

corridors 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – Cycle 
routes and 
footpaths 
from my 

home to site. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 1180,50
0 

0,020 
 

No 
correlation    

6
6 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
green 

corridors 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – 
Maintenance

/quality of 
cycle routes. 

(IV; I; 5) 

MW 1017,00
0 0,012     

6
7 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
green 

corridors 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – 
Information 
signage TO 

the site. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    787,500 0,012 No 
correlation 

6
8 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
green 

corridors 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – 
Lighting. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    702,000 0,018 No 
correlation 

6
9 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
green 

corridors 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – Play 
equipment 

for children. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 623,000 0,017 
 

No 
correlation    

7 Q1 – Q16 – MW 848,500 0,038 No    
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0 Visiting 
green 

corridors 
(IV, C, 2) 

Parking. 
 

(IV; I; 5) 

correlation 

7
1 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
green 

corridors 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – I have 
spent the 
majority of 

my 
childhood 

here. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    1333,00
0 

0,021 
 

No 
correlation 

7
2 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
green 

corridors 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – I like 
this place 
because 
there are 
friendly 
people 
around. 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 1212,50
0 0,042  1212,50

0 
0,042 

 
No 

correlation 

7
3 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
green 

corridors 
(IV, C, 2) 

Age groups 
(IV; O; 3) CS / /  / /  

7
4 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

cemeteries, 
churchyard

s 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 – My 
children 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    300,500 0,007 No 
correlation 

7
5 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

cemeteries, 
churchyard

s 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – 
Information 
signage TO 

the site 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 373,500 0,039 No 
correlation    

7
6 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

cemeteries, 
churchyard

s 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q20 – These 
areas should 

be kept in 
their natural 

state.  
(IV; I; 5) 

MW    689,000 0,042 No 
correlation 

7
7 

Q1 – 
Visiting 

cemeteries, 
churchyard

s 
(IV, C, 2) 

Age groups 
(IV; O; 3) CS 32,500 0,000 Older 

group: + 2,488 0,288 
No 

significant 
difference. 

7
8 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
country 
parks, 

countryside 
settlements 

and their 
surrounding 

areas 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q8; Q16 
(IV; I; 5) MW / /  / /  

7 Q1 – Q20 – These MW 719,500 0,025 No    
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9 Visiting 
country 
parks, 

countryside 
settlements 

and their 
surrounding 

areas 
(IV, C, 2) 

areas should 
 be kept in 

their natural 
state.  

(IV; I; 5) 

correlation 

8
0 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
country 
parks, 

countryside 
settlements 

and their 
surrounding 

areas 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q21 – My 
roots are 

here. 
(IV; interval; 

5 levels) 

MW    777,000 0,048 No 
correlation 

8
1 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
country 
parks, 

countryside 
settlements 

and their 
surrounding 

areas 
(IV, C, 2) 

Age groups 
(IV; O; 3) CS 0,664 0,717 

No 
significant 
difference. 

1,302 0,521 
No 

significant 
difference. 

8
2 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
marsh/ 

wetlands 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q8 
(IV; I; 5) MW / /  / /  

8
3 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
marsh/ 

wetlands 
(IV, C, 2) 

Q16 – 
Accessibility 

by public 
transport 
(IV; I; 5) 

MW 163,000 0,003 No 
correlation    

8
4 

Q1 – 
Visiting 
marsh/ 

wetlands 
(IV, C, 2) 

Age groups 
(IV; O; 3) CS 3,020 0,221 

No 
significant 
difference. 

   

Table G.21: Visits paid to considered green space types, in relation to the range of 
considered variables. 
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G.3 Logistic regression 

 

G.3.1 Both cities 

 
Case Processing Summary 

Unweighted Casesa N Percent 

Selected Cases 
Included in Analysis 154 46,5 
Missing Cases 177 53,5 
Total 331 100,0 

Unselected Cases 0 ,0 
Total 331 100,0 
a. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total number of cases. 

 

Dependent Variable Encoding 
Original Value Internal Value 

Once a month or more 0 
Less than once a month 1 

 

Block 0: Beginning Block 
 

Classification Tablea,b 
 Observed Predicted 
 Frequency of visiting Percentage 

Correct 
 

Once a 
month or 

more 

Less than 
once a month 

Step 0 
Frequency of 
visiting 

Once a month or more 78 0 100,0 
Less than once a 
month 76 0 ,0 

Overall Percentage   50,6 
a. Constant is included in the model. 
b. The cut value is ,500 
 

Variables in the Equation 
 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 0 Constant -,026 ,161 ,026 1 ,872 ,974 

 
Variables not in the Equation 

 Score df Sig. 

Step 0 Variables 

recreation_15 3,194 1 ,074 
green_20 7,508 1 ,006 
natural_20 7,503 1 ,006 
built_20 4,207 1 ,040 
favourite_21 4,503 1 ,034 
me_21 8,296 1 ,004 
know_21 15,778 1 ,000 
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people_21 3,870 1 ,049 
move_21 ,061 1 ,806 
locals_21 ,327 1 ,568 
forest_21 3,134 1 ,077 

Overall Statistics 32,942 11 ,001 

 
Block 1: Method = Enter 
 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 
 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 1 
Step 37,703 11 ,000 
Block 37,703 11 ,000 
Model 37,703 11 ,000 

 
Model Summary 

Step -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R 
Square 

Nagelkerke R 
Square 

1 175,760a ,217 ,290 
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 because parameter 
estimates changed by less than ,001. 
 

Classification Tablea 
 Observed Predicted 
 Frequency of visiting Percentage 

Correct 
 

Once a 
month or 

more 

Less than 
once a month 

Step 1 
Frequency of 
visiting 

Once a month or more 61 17 78,2 
Less than once a 
month 25 51 67,1 

Overall Percentage   72,7 
a. The cut value is ,500 
 

Variables in the Equation 
 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 1a 

recreation_15 -,679 ,386 3,089 1 ,079 ,507 
green_20 -,309 ,350 ,778 1 ,378 ,734 
natural_20 -,497 ,269 3,407 1 ,065 ,608 
built_20 ,334 ,263 1,612 1 ,204 1,396 
favourite_21 -,149 ,231 ,419 1 ,517 ,861 
me_21 -,296 ,206 2,068 1 ,150 ,744 
know_21 -,769 ,222 11,948 1 ,001 ,464 
people_21 -,096 ,188 ,260 1 ,610 ,908 
move_21 ,193 ,159 1,481 1 ,224 1,213 
locals_21 ,038 ,199 ,037 1 ,847 1,039 
forest_21 ,103 ,185 ,310 1 ,578 1,108 
Constant 6,462 2,046 9,970 1 ,002 640,178 

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: recreation_15, green_20, natural_20, built_20, favourite_21, me_21, 
know_21, people_21, move_21, locals_21, forest_21. 
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Block 2: Method = Enter 
 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 
 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 1 
Step 1,565 4 ,815 
Block 1,565 4 ,815 
Model 39,268 15 ,001 

Model Summary 
Step -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R 

Square 
Nagelkerke R 

Square 
1 174,196a ,225 ,300 
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 because parameter 
estimates changed by less than ,001. 
 

Classification Tablea 
 Observed Predicted 
 Frequency of visiting Percentage 

Correct 
 

Once a 
month or 

more 

Less than 
once a month 

Step 1 
Frequency of 
visiting 

Once a month or more 62 16 79,5 
Less than once a 
month 25 51 67,1 

Overall Percentage   73,4 
a. The cut value is ,500 
 

Variables in the Equation 
 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 1a 

recreation_15 -,644 ,410 2,475 1 ,116 ,525 
green_20 -,264 ,360 ,537 1 ,464 ,768 
natural_20 -,470 ,276 2,903 1 ,088 ,625 
built_20 ,351 ,266 1,740 1 ,187 1,420 
favourite_21 -,147 ,234 ,396 1 ,529 ,863 
me_21 -,297 ,211 1,989 1 ,158 ,743 
know_21 -,768 ,226 11,531 1 ,001 ,464 
people_21 -,044 ,195 ,052 1 ,820 ,957 
move_21 ,195 ,167 1,353 1 ,245 1,215 
locals_21 ,007 ,207 ,001 1 ,975 1,007 
forest_21 ,085 ,186 ,210 1 ,647 1,089 
izpit_3 -,091 ,534 ,029 1 ,864 ,913 
kolo_3 ,230 ,490 ,219 1 ,639 1,258 
nic_3 -,024 ,862 ,001 1 ,978 ,976 
shared_5 -,607 ,540 1,264 1 ,261 ,545 
Constant 6,117 2,121 8,320 1 ,004 453,568 

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: izpit_3, kolo_3, nic_3, shared_5. 
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Block 3: Method = Enter 
 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 
 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 1 
Step ,122 1 ,727 
Block ,122 1 ,727 
Model 39,390 16 ,001 

 
Model Summary 

Step -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R 
Square 

Nagelkerke R 
Square 

1 174,074a ,226 ,301 
a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 because parameter 
estimates changed by less than ,001. 
 

Classification Tablea 
 Observed Predicted 
 Frequency of visiting Percentage 

Correct 
 

Once a 
month or 

more 

Less than 
once a month 

Step 1 
Frequency of 
visiting 

Once a month or more 61 17 78,2 
Less than once a 
month 25 51 67,1 

Overall Percentage   72,7 
a. The cut value is ,500 
 

Variables in the Equation 
 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 1a 

recreation_15 -,649 ,411 2,497 1 ,114 ,523 
green_20 -,264 ,361 ,536 1 ,464 ,768 
natural_20 -,473 ,275 2,947 1 ,086 ,623 
built_20 ,356 ,267 1,777 1 ,183 1,428 
favourite_21 -,148 ,234 ,401 1 ,527 ,863 
me_21 -,308 ,213 2,086 1 ,149 ,735 
know_21 -,794 ,240 10,979 1 ,001 ,452 
people_21 -,028 ,200 ,019 1 ,890 ,973 
move_21 ,204 ,171 1,438 1 ,230 1,227 
locals_21 ,004 ,207 ,000 1 ,983 1,004 
forest_21 ,087 ,186 ,220 1 ,639 1,091 
izpit_3 -,101 ,534 ,036 1 ,850 ,904 
kolo_3 ,240 ,493 ,237 1 ,627 1,271 
nic_3 ,003 ,865 ,000 1 ,997 1,003 
shared_5 -,638 ,549 1,349 1 ,245 ,528 
interest_9 -,346 ,978 ,125 1 ,723 ,707 
Constant 6,189 2,134 8,415 1 ,004 487,345 

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: interest_9. 
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G.3.2 Ljubljana 

 
Case Processing Summarya 

Unweighted Casesb N Percent 

Selected Cases 
Included in Analysis 72 44,2 
Missing Cases 91 55,8 
Total 163 100,0 

Unselected Cases 0 ,0 
Total 163 100,0 
a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
b. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total number of cases. 
c. The variable Q3 - none from above is constant for the selected cases. Since 
a constant term was specified, the variable will be removed from the analysis. 
 

Dependent Variable Encodinga 
Original Value Internal Value 
Once a month or more 0 
Less than once a month 1 
a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
 

Block 0: Beginning Block 
 

Classification Tablea,b,c 
 Observed Predicted 
 Frequency of visiting Percentage 

Correct 
 

Once a 
month or 

more 

Less than 
once a month 

Step 0 
Frequency of 
visiting 

Once a month or more 39 0 100,0 
Less than once a 
month 33 0 ,0 

Overall Percentage   54,2 
a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
b. Constant is included in the model. 
c. The cut value is .500 
 

Variables in the Equationa 
 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 
Step 0 Constant -,167 ,237 ,499 1 ,480 ,846 
a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
 

Variables not in the Equationa 
 Score df Sig. 

Step 0 Variables 

recreation_15 ,252 1 ,616 
green_20 4,330 1 ,037 
natural_20 4,162 1 ,041 
built_20 2,484 1 ,115 
favourite_21 2,146 1 ,143 
me_21 2,031 1 ,154 
know_21 5,389 1 ,020 
people_21 2,581 1 ,108 
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move_21 ,109 1 ,741 
locals_21 1,602 1 ,206 
forest_21 ,928 1 ,335 

Overall Statistics 15,574 11 ,158 
a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
 

Block 1: Method = Enter 
 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficientsa 
 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 1 
Step 17,785 11 ,087 
Block 17,785 11 ,087 
Model 17,785 11 ,087 

a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
 

Model Summarya 
Step -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R 

Square 
Nagelkerke R 

Square 
1 81,527b ,219 ,293 
a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
b. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 because parameter 
estimates changed by less than .001. 
 

Classification Tablea,b 
 Observed Predicted 
 Frequency of visiting Percentage 

Correct 
 

Once a 
month or 

more 

Less than 
once a month 

Step 1 
Frequency of 
visiting 

Once a month or more 32 7 82,1 
Less than once a 
month 12 21 63,6 

Overall Percentage   73,6 
a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
b. The cut value is .500 
 

Variables in the Equationa 
 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 1b 

recreation_15 -,490 ,588 ,693 1 ,405 ,613 
green_20 -1,076 ,646 2,776 1 ,096 ,341 
natural_20 -,478 ,458 1,090 1 ,296 ,620 
built_20 ,091 ,393 ,054 1 ,816 1,096 
favourite_21 -,324 ,372 ,758 1 ,384 ,723 
me_21 -,022 ,324 ,005 1 ,946 ,978 
know_21 -,751 ,347 4,674 1 ,031 ,472 
people_21 -,290 ,331 ,765 1 ,382 ,748 
move_21 ,120 ,226 ,283 1 ,595 1,128 
locals_21 -,271 ,297 ,828 1 ,363 ,763 
forest_21 ,170 ,326 ,271 1 ,603 1,185 
Constant 11,780 4,330 7,400 1 ,007 130591,365 

a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
b. Variable(s) entered on step 1: recreation_15, green_20, natural_20, built_20, favourite_21, me_21, 
know_21, people_21, move_21, locals_21, forest_21. 
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Block 2: Method = Enter 
 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficientsa 
 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 1 
Step 1,132 3 ,769 
Block 1,132 3 ,769 
Model 18,917 14 ,168 

a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
 

Model Summarya 
Step -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R 

Square 
Nagelkerke R 

Square 
1 80,396b ,231 ,309 
a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
b. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 because parameter estimates 
changed by less than .001. 
 

Classification Tablea,b 
 Observed Predicted 
 Frequency of visiting Percentage 

Correct 
 

Once a 
month or 

more 

Less than 
once a month 

Step 1 
Frequency of 
visiting 

Once a month or more 32 7 82,1 
Less than once a 
month 11 22 66,7 

Overall Percentage   75,0 
a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
b. The cut value is .500 
 

Variables in the Equationa 
 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 1b 

recreation_15 -,436 ,624 ,489 1 ,484 ,647 
green_20 -1,125 ,674 2,787 1 ,095 ,325 
natural_20 -,355 ,488 ,530 1 ,466 ,701 
built_20 ,099 ,390 ,064 1 ,800 1,104 
favourite_21 -,365 ,384 ,907 1 ,341 ,694 
me_21 ,026 ,340 ,006 1 ,939 1,027 
know_21 -,760 ,356 4,573 1 ,032 ,467 
people_21 -,216 ,345 ,393 1 ,531 ,805 
move_21 ,136 ,237 ,331 1 ,565 1,146 
locals_21 -,329 ,320 1,054 1 ,305 ,720 
forest_21 ,129 ,340 ,144 1 ,704 1,138 
izpit_3 ,216 ,974 ,049 1 ,824 1,241 
kolo_3 -,245 ,905 ,074 1 ,786 ,782 
shared_5 -,653 ,678 ,928 1 ,335 ,521 
Constant 11,699 4,404 7,057 1 ,008 120506,560 

a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
b. Variable(s) entered on step 1: izpit_3, kolo_3, shared_5. 
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Block 3: Method = Enter 
 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficientsa 
 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 1 
Step ,115 1 ,735 
Block ,115 1 ,735 
Model 19,032 15 ,212 

a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
 

Model Summarya 
Step -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R 

Square 
Nagelkerke R 

Square 
1 80,281b ,232 ,310 
a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
b. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 because parameter estimates 
changed by less than .001. 
 

Classification Tablea,b 
 Observed Predicted 
 Frequency of visiting Percentage 

Correct 
 

Once a 
month or 

more 

Less than 
once a month 

Step 1 
Frequency of 
visiting 

Once a month or more 31 8 79,5 
Less than once a 
month 12 21 63,6 

Overall Percentage   72,2 
a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
b. The cut value is .500 
 

Variables in the Equationa 
 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 1b 

recreation_15 -,433 ,625 ,480 1 ,488 ,648 
green_20 -1,121 ,676 2,750 1 ,097 ,326 
natural_20 -,334 ,495 ,454 1 ,500 ,716 
built_20 ,100 ,389 ,065 1 ,798 1,105 
favourite_21 -,374 ,384 ,949 1 ,330 ,688 
me_21 ,055 ,351 ,024 1 ,877 1,056 
know_21 -,715 ,377 3,594 1 ,058 ,489 
people_21 -,240 ,353 ,463 1 ,496 ,786 
move_21 ,131 ,236 ,309 1 ,579 1,140 
locals_21 -,334 ,321 1,085 1 ,298 ,716 
forest_21 ,106 ,347 ,093 1 ,761 1,111 
izpit_3 ,230 ,980 ,055 1 ,815 1,258 
kolo_3 -,292 ,915 ,102 1 ,750 ,747 
shared_5 -,627 ,682 ,847 1 ,357 ,534 
interest_9 ,507 1,524 ,111 1 ,739 1,661 
Constant 11,563 4,407 6,882 1 ,009 105107,158 

a. Case study city = Ljubljana 
b. Variable(s) entered on step 1: interest_9. 
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G.3.3 Edinburgh 

 
Case Processing Summarya 

Unweighted Casesb N Percent 

Selected Cases 
Included in Analysis 82 48,8 
Missing Cases 86 51,2 
Total 168 100,0 

Unselected Cases 0 ,0 
Total 168 100,0 
a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
b. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total number of cases. 
 

Dependent Variable Encodinga 
Original Value Internal Value 
Once a month or more 0 
Less than once a month 1 
a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
 

Block 0: Beginning Block 
 

Classification Tablea,b,c 
 Observed Predicted 
 Frequency of visiting Percentage 

Correct 
 

Once a 
month or 

more 

Less than 
once a month 

Step 0 
Frequency of 
visiting 

Once a month or more 0 39 ,0 
Less than once a 
month 0 43 100,0 

Overall Percentage   52,4 
a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
b. Constant is included in the model. 
c. The cut value is .500 
 

Variables in the Equationa 
 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 
Step 
0b 

Consta
nt ,098 ,221 ,195 1 ,659 1,103 

a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
b. Variable(s) entered on step 1: interest_9. 
 

Variables not in the Equationa 
 Score df Sig. 

Step 0 Variables 

recreation_15 3,036 1 ,081 
green_20 2,926 1 ,087 
natural_20 3,104 1 ,078 
built_20 2,224 1 ,136 
favourite_21 2,374 1 ,123 
me_21 6,327 1 ,012 
know_21 9,863 1 ,002 
people_21 1,095 1 ,295 
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move_21 ,113 1 ,736 
locals_21 ,242 1 ,623 
forest_21 1,694 1 ,193 

Overall Statistics 24,895 11 ,009 
a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
 

Block 1: Method = Enter 
 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficientsa 
 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 1 
Step 30,039 11 ,002 
Block 30,039 11 ,002 
Model 30,039 11 ,002 

a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
 

Model Summarya 
Step -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R 

Square 
Nagelkerke R 

Square 
1 83,442b ,307 ,409 
a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
b. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 because parameter estimates 
changed by less than .001. 
 

Classification Tablea,b 
 Observed Predicted 
 Frequency of visiting Percentage 

Correct 
 

Once a 
month or 

more 

Less than 
once a month 

Step 1 
Frequency of 
visiting 

Once a month or more 29 10 74,4 
Less than once a 
month 9 34 79,1 

Overall Percentage   76,8 
a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
b. The cut value is .500 
 

 
Variables in the Equationa 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 1b 

recreation_15 -1,456 ,666 4,777 1 ,029 ,233 
green_20 ,097 ,479 ,041 1 ,839 1,102 
natural_20 -,604 ,400 2,278 1 ,131 ,547 
built_20 ,598 ,446 1,800 1 ,180 1,819 
favourite_21 ,083 ,342 ,059 1 ,808 1,087 
me_21 -,732 ,356 4,235 1 ,040 ,481 
know_21 -1,092 ,362 9,112 1 ,003 ,335 
people_21 -,022 ,305 ,005 1 ,941 ,978 
move_21 ,435 ,278 2,458 1 ,117 1,546 
locals_21 ,197 ,325 ,368 1 ,544 1,218 
forest_21 ,046 ,253 ,033 1 ,857 1,047 
Constant 5,242 2,788 3,536 1 ,060 189,053 

a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
b. Variable(s) entered on step 1: recreation_15, green_20, natural_20, built_20, favourite_21, me_21, 
know_21, people_21, move_21, locals_21, forest_21. 
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Block 2: Method = Enter 
 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficientsa 
 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 1 
Step 4,067 4 ,397 
Block 4,067 4 ,397 
Model 34,106 15 ,003 

a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
 

Model Summarya 
Step -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R 

Square 
Nagelkerke R 

Square 
1 79,375b ,340 ,454 
a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
b. Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 because parameter estimates 
changed by less than .001. 
 

Classification Tablea,b 
 Observed Predicted 
 Frequency of visiting Percentage 

Correct 
 

Once a 
month or 

more 

Less than 
once a month 

Step 1 
Frequency of 
visiting 

Once a month or more 30 9 76,9 
Less than once a 
month 9 34 79,1 

Overall Percentage   78,0 
a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
b. The cut value is .500 
 

Variables in the Equationa 
 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 1b 

recreation_15 -1,348 ,699 3,719 1 ,054 ,260 
green_20 ,246 ,500 ,243 1 ,622 1,280 
natural_20 -,658 ,436 2,278 1 ,131 ,518 
built_20 ,582 ,498 1,364 1 ,243 1,789 
favourite_21 ,119 ,360 ,109 1 ,741 1,126 
me_21 -,811 ,385 4,428 1 ,035 ,444 
know_21 -1,211 ,403 9,047 1 ,003 ,298 
people_21 ,040 ,331 ,014 1 ,905 1,040 
move_21 ,623 ,323 3,720 1 ,054 1,864 
locals_21 ,133 ,359 ,136 1 ,712 1,142 
forest_21 ,060 ,262 ,052 1 ,820 1,062 
izpit_3 -,755 ,863 ,767 1 ,381 ,470 
kolo_3 ,048 ,717 ,004 1 ,947 1,049 
nic_3 -,624 1,221 ,261 1 ,609 ,536 
shared_5 -2,356 1,449 2,645 1 ,104 ,095 
Constant 5,477 3,182 2,963 1 ,085 239,069 

a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
b. Variable(s) entered on step 1: izpit_3, kolo_3, nic_3, shared_5. 
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Block 3: Method = Enter 
 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficientsa 
 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 1 
Step 1,264 1 ,261 
Block 1,264 1 ,261 
Model 35,370 16 ,004 

a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
 

Model Summarya 
Step -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R 

Square 
Nagelkerke R 

Square 
1 78,111b ,350 ,468 
a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
b. Estimation terminated at iteration number 6 because parameter estimates 
changed by less than .001. 
 

Classification Tablea,b 
 Observed Predicted 
 Frequency of visiting Percentage 

Correct 
 

Once a 
month or 

more 

Less than 
once a month 

Step 1 
Frequency of 
visiting 

Once a month or more 30 9 76,9 
Less than once a 
month 9 34 79,1 

Overall Percentage   78,0 
a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
b. The cut value is .500 
 

Variables in the Equationa 
 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 1b 

recreation_15 -1,464 ,718 4,155 1 ,042 ,231 
green_20 ,322 ,519 ,385 1 ,535 1,380 
natural_20 -,709 ,441 2,583 1 ,108 ,492 
built_20 ,630 ,515 1,494 1 ,222 1,877 
favourite_21 ,051 ,369 ,019 1 ,890 1,052 
me_21 -,851 ,399 4,558 1 ,033 ,427 
know_21 -1,360 ,438 9,653 1 ,002 ,257 
people_21 ,115 ,343 ,113 1 ,737 1,122 
move_21 ,704 ,337 4,354 1 ,037 2,021 
locals_21 ,154 ,367 ,175 1 ,676 1,166 
forest_21 ,037 ,260 ,021 1 ,886 1,038 
izpit_3 -,943 ,875 1,163 1 ,281 ,389 
kolo_3 ,005 ,732 ,000 1 ,995 1,005 
nic_3 -,615 1,215 ,256 1 ,613 ,541 
shared_5 -2,521 1,488 2,872 1 ,090 ,080 
interest_9 -1,915 1,639 1,365 1 ,243 ,147 
Constant 5,940 3,220 3,402 1 ,065 379,857 

a. Case study city = Edinburgh 
b. Variable(s) entered on step 1: interest_9. 
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G.4 Factor analysis 

 
Pattern Matrix 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
Case study city: Ljubljana 

Component 
Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel relaxed when I am there. ,868       
I feel happiest when I am there. ,816       
This place is my favourite place to be. ,502  -,403     
I really miss this place when I'm away.   -,721     
This place makes me feel as if I can be myself.     ,806   
This place is the best place for doing the things that I enjoy the 
most.     ,561   

As far as I am concerned, there are better places to be than at 
this place.   ,563     

I know this place inside out.  -,318   ,372   
My roots are here.  -,829      
I have spent the majority of my childhood here.  -,872      
I like this place because there are friendly people around.       -,649 
I care about the future of this place.       ,386 
I am not moving away from this part of Ljubljana/Edinburgh in the 
near future. ,309  ,430     

This place and its surroundings have many local history and 
cultural features.        

This place and its surroundings are good just the way they are.      -,565  
This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
forests and water features.    -,596    

This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
open fields.    -,922    

There aren't any features of this place that annoy me.      -,807  
I feel as if I'm able to move freely in this place.      -,507  
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy = 0.664; Chi-squared = 488.553; Bartlett’s test of sphericity: p 
= 0.000. 

Table G.22: Ljubljana – The factor analysis of the sense of place components with 
Eigenvalues more than 1 and suppression of coefficients wit values below 0.3 
 
Pattern Matrix 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
Case study city: Edinburgh 

Component 
Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 
I feel relaxed when I am there.     ,484 
I feel happiest when I am there.     ,752 
This place is my favourite place to be. ,317    ,617 
I really miss this place when I'm away. ,567    ,301 
This place makes me feel as if I can be myself. ,678     
This place is the best place for doing the things that I enjoy the 
most. ,819     

As far as I am concerned, there are better places to be than at 
this place. -,510     

I know this place inside out.  ,345    



 

 106 

My roots are here.  ,905    
I have spent the majority of my childhood here.  ,785    
I like this place because there are friendly people around. ,426   ,353  
I care about the future of this place.    ,469  
I am not moving away from this part of Ljubljana/Edinburgh in the 
near future.    ,592  

This place and its surroundings have many local history and 
cultural features.    ,584  

This place and its surroundings are good just the way they are.   ,455 ,313  
This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
forests and water features.    ,364 ,389 

This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
open fields.      

There aren't any features of this place that annoy me.   ,499   
I feel as if I'm able to move freely in this place.   ,978   
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy = 0.779; Chi-squared = 797.250; Bartlett’s test of sphericity: p 
= 0.000.  

Table G.23: Edinburgh – The factor analysis of the sense of place components with 
Eigenvalues more than 1 and suppression of coefficients with values below 0.3 
 
Pattern Matrix 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
Case study city: Ljubljana 

Component  
Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel relaxed when I am there. ,873       
I feel happiest when I am there. ,847       
This place is my favourite place to be. ,700  -,311     
I really miss this place when I'm away.  -,592 -,426     
This place makes me feel as if I can be myself.   -,568  ,520   
This place is the best place for doing the things that I enjoy the 
most. ,306  -,576    ,357 

As far as I am concerned, there are better places to be than at 
this place.  ,543 ,361     

I know this place inside out.       ,538 
My roots are here.  -,862      
I have spent the majority of my childhood here.  -,895      
I like this place because there are friendly people around.       ,787 
I care about the future of this place.     ,689  -,437 
I am not moving away from this part of Ljubljana/Edinburgh in the 
near future. ,316  ,775     

This place and its surroundings have many local history and 
cultural features.  -,305   ,608   

This place and its surroundings are good just the way they are.      ,866  
This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
forests and water features.    -,806    

This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
open fields.    -,891    

There aren't any features of this place that annoy me.    -,331  ,587  
I feel as if I'm able to move freely in this place.      ,404 ,495 
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy = 0.644; Chi-squared = 488.553; Bartlett’s test of sphericity: p 
= 0.000.  

Table G.24: Ljubljana – The factor analysis of the sense of place components with 
Eigenvalues more than 1 and suppression of coefficients wit values below 0.3 
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Pattern Matrix 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
Case study city: Edinburgh 

Component 
Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 
I feel relaxed when I am there. ,681     
I feel happiest when I am there. ,690    ,405 
This place is my favourite place to be. ,738     
I really miss this place when I'm away. ,788     
This place makes me feel as if I can be myself. ,765     
This place is the best place for doing the things that I enjoy the 
most. ,813     

As far as I am concerned, there are better places to be than at 
this place. -,605     

I know this place inside out.  ,451    
My roots are here.  ,830    
I have spent the majority of my childhood here.  ,897    
I like this place because there are friendly people around.  ,451  ,344  
I care about the future of this place.    ,745  
I am not moving away from this part of Ljubljana/Edinburgh in the 
near future.    ,720  

This place and its surroundings have many local history and 
cultural features.    ,616  

This place and its surroundings are good just the way they are.   ,593   
This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
forests and water features. ,320   ,400 ,543 

This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
open fields.     ,728 

There aren't any features of this place that annoy me.   ,719   
I feel as if I'm able to move freely in this place.   ,849   
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy = 0.779; Chi-squared = 797.250; Bartlett’s test of sphericity: p 
= 0.000.  

Table G.25: Edinburgh – The factor analysis of the sense of place components with 
Eigenvalues more than 1 and suppression of coefficients with values below 0.3 
 
Rotated Factor Matrix 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
Case study city: Ljubljana 

Component  
Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel relaxed when I am there.  ,815 ,322     
I feel happiest when I am there.  ,765      
This place is my favourite place to be.  ,492  ,475    
I really miss this place when I'm away.    ,734    
This place makes me feel as if I can be myself.     ,777   
This place is the best place for doing the things that I enjoy the 
most.    ,333 ,613   

As far as I am concerned, there are better places to be than at 
this place.    -,595    

I know this place inside out. ,379    ,398   
My roots are here. ,839       
I have spent the majority of my childhood here. ,851       
I like this place because there are friendly people around.       ,609 



 

 108 

I care about the future of this place.       -,402 
I am not moving away from this part of Ljubljana/Edinburgh in the 
near future.   ,333 -,388    

This place and its surroundings have many local history and 
cultural features.        

This place and its surroundings are good just the way they are.   ,520     
This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
forests and water features.      ,610  

This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
open fields.      ,919  

There aren't any features of this place that annoy me.   ,835     
I feel as if I'm able to move freely in this place.  ,307 ,610     
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy = 0.664; Chi-squared = 488.553; Bartlett’s test of sphericity: p 
= 0.000.  

Table G.26: Ljubljana – The factor analysis of the sense of place components with 
Eigenvalues more than 1 and suppression of coefficients wit values below 0.3 
 
Rotated Factor Matrix 
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
Case study city: Edinburgh 

Component 
Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 
I feel relaxed when I am there. ,407 ,515    
I feel happiest when I am there. ,368 ,741    
This place is my favourite place to be. ,500 ,648    
I really miss this place when I'm away. ,643 ,371    
This place makes me feel as if I can be myself. ,721     
This place is the best place for doing the things that I enjoy the 
most. ,817     

As far as I am concerned, there are better places to be than at 
this place. -,500     

I know this place inside out.   ,400   
My roots are here.   ,850   
I have spent the majority of my childhood here.   ,764   
I like this place because there are friendly people around. ,410  ,333 ,419  
I care about the future of this place.    ,481  
I am not moving away from this part of Ljubljana/Edinburgh in the 
near future.    ,589  

This place and its surroundings have many local history and 
cultural features.    ,589  

This place and its surroundings are good just the way they are.    ,365 ,504 
This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
forests and water features.  ,416  ,367  

This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
open fields.      

There aren't any features of this place that annoy me.     ,533 
I feel as if I'm able to move freely in this place.     ,929 
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy = 0.779; Chi-squared = 797.250; Bartlett’s test of sphericity: p 
= 0.000.  

Table G.27: Edinburgh – The factor analysis of the sense of place components with 
Eigenvalues more than 1 and suppression of coefficients with values below 0.3 
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Rotated Component Matrix 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
Case study city: Ljubljana 

Component  
Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel relaxed when I am there. ,860       
I feel happiest when I am there. ,809       
This place is my favourite place to be. ,587  ,484  ,320   
I really miss this place when I'm away.   ,773     
This place makes me feel as if I can be myself.     ,819   
This place is the best place for doing the things that I enjoy the 
most.   ,338  ,723   

As far as I am concerned, there are better places to be than at 
this place.   -,744     

I know this place inside out.  ,419   ,522   
My roots are here.  ,829 ,301     
I have spent the majority of my childhood here.  ,839 ,309     
I like this place because there are friendly people around.       ,672 
I care about the future of this place.       -,766 
I am not moving away from this part of Ljubljana/Edinburgh in the 
near future. ,434 ,380 -,471     

This place and its surroundings have many local history and 
cultural features.  ,538  ,352    

This place and its surroundings are good just the way they are.    ,794    
This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
forests and water features.      ,803  

This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
open fields.      ,884  

There aren't any features of this place that annoy me.    ,754    
I feel as if I'm able to move freely in this place. ,384   ,622    
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy = 0.664; Chi-squared = 488.553; Bartlett’s test of sphericity: p 
= 0.000.  

Table G.28: Ljubljana – The factor analysis of the sense of place components with 
Eigenvalues more than 1 and suppression of coefficients wit values below 0.3 
 
Rotated Component Matrix 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
Case study city: Edinburgh 

Component 
Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 
I feel relaxed when I am there. ,673  ,342   
I feel happiest when I am there. ,686    ,453 
This place is my favourite place to be. ,754    ,300 
I really miss this place when I'm away. ,785     
This place makes me feel as if I can be myself. ,772     
This place is the best place for doing the things that I enjoy the 
most. ,797     

As far as I am concerned, there are better places to be than at 
this place. -,599     

I know this place inside out.  ,510  ,339  
My roots are here.  ,824    
I have spent the majority of my childhood here.  ,877    
I like this place because there are friendly people around.  ,510  ,409  
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I care about the future of this place. ,322   ,723  
I am not moving away from this part of Ljubljana/Edinburgh in the 
near future.    ,704  

This place and its surroundings have many local history and 
cultural features.    ,621  

This place and its surroundings are good just the way they are.   ,637  ,303 
This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
forests and water features. ,373   ,397 ,587 

This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its 
open fields.     ,731 

There aren't any features of this place that annoy me.   ,733   
I feel as if I'm able to move freely in this place.   ,843   
Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy = 0.779; Chi-squared = 797.250; Bartlett’s test of sphericity: p 
= 0.000.  

Table G.29: Edinburgh – The factor analysis of the sense of place components with 
Eigenvalues more than 1 and suppression of coefficients with values below 0.3 
 

 LJUBLJANA EDINBURGH 
 Mean Mean 
I feel relaxed when I am there. 4,36 4,21 
I feel happiest when I am there. 4,08 3,70 
This place is my favourite place to be. 3,42 3,24 
I really miss this place when I'm away. 2,53 2,85 
This place makes me feel as if I can be myself. 2,53 3,23 
This place is the best place for doing the things that I enjoy the most. 3,34 3,14 
As far as I am concerned, there are better places to be than at this place. 3,55 3,01 
I know this place inside out. 3,52 3,20 
My roots are here. 2,37 1,81 
I have spent the majority of my childhood here. 2,27 1,46 
I like this place because there are friendly people around. 3,36 2,64 
I care about the future of this place. 3,38 3,82 
I am not moving away from this part of Ljubljana/Edinburgh in the near 
future. 3,74 3,12 

This place and its surroundings have many local history and cultural 
features. 3,67 3,42 

This place and its surroundings are good just the way they are. 3,68 3,71 
This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its forests and 
water features. 4,06 3,49 

This place and its surroundings are important most of all for its open fields. 3,42 3,33 
There aren't any features of this place that annoy me. 2,99 3,40 
I feel as if I'm able to move freely in this place. 3,74 3,83 
     1------------------------------------5 
Not at all                          Completely 

Table G.30: Mean values of respondents’ ratings of sense of place components, for 
both cities. 
 

LJUBLJANA – according to age groups Mean Chi-
square 

p-value 

 0 – 29  30 – 59  60+   
I feel relaxed when I am there. 4,32 4,44 4,26 2,324 ,313 
I feel happiest when I am there. 4,03 4,31 3,56 12,783 ,002 
This place is my favourite place to be. 3,14 3,51 3,56 4,477 ,107 



 

 111 

I really miss this place when I'm away. 2,08 2,75 2,68 9,773 ,008 
This place makes me feel as if I can be myself. 3,27 3,55 3,81 4,111 ,128 
This place is the best place for doing the things that I enjoy 
the most. 3,32 3,34 3,38 ,281 ,869 

As far as I am concerned, there are better places to be than 
at this place. 3,81 3,34 3,70 3,938 ,140 

I know this place inside out. 3,35 3,57 3,62 2,472 ,291 
My roots are here. 2,00 2,46 2,57 4,001 ,135 
I have spent the majority of my childhood here. 2,03 2,27 2,58 2,453 ,293 
I like this place because there are friendly people around. 3,26 3,42 3,32 1,337 ,513 
I care about the future of this place. 3,51 3,13 3,79 2,017 ,365 
I am not moving away from this part of Ljubljana/Edinburgh in 
the near future. 3,97 3,65 3,79 ,690 ,708 

This place and its surroundings have many local history and 
cultural features. 3,47 3,70 3,82 2,351 ,309 

This place and its surroundings are good just the way they 
are. 3,33 3,8 3,85 8,313 ,016 

This place and its surroundings are important most of all for 
its forests and water features. 3,74 4,27 3,96 10,282 ,006 

This place and its surroundings are important most of all for 
its open fields. 3,15 3,66 3,19 4,671 ,097 

There aren't any features of this place that annoy me. 2,76 3,00 3,26 3,488 ,175 
I feel as if I'm able to move freely in this place. 3,63 3,78 3,78 ,740 ,691 
     1------------------------------------5 
Not at all                          Completely 

Table G.31: Kruskal-Wallis Test – Significant differences, between the three age 
groups, on their ratings of sense of place components, for Ljubljana. 
 

EDINBURGH – according to age groups  Mean values Chi-
square 

p-value 

 0 – 29  30 – 59  60+   
I feel relaxed when I am there. 4,24 4,20 4,15 ,273 ,872 
I feel happiest when I am there. 3,80 3,66 3,62 ,368 ,832 
This place is my favourite place to be. 3,18 3,33 3,00 2,106 ,349 
I really miss this place when I'm away. 2,93 2,82 2,67 ,635 ,728 
This place makes me feel as if I can be myself. 3,31 3,22 2,82 1,589 ,452 
This place is the best place for doing the things that I 
enjoy the most. 3,28 3,03 3,33 1,698 ,428 

As far as I am concerned, there are better places to 
be than at this place. 3,04 3,03 2,91 ,167 ,920 

I know this place inside out. 2,80 3,30 3,46 8,685 ,013 
My roots are here. 1,58 1,82 2,08 2,992 ,224 
I have spent the majority of my childhood here. 1,04 1,47 2,00 14,368 ,001 
I like this place because there are friendly people 
around. 2,73 2,51 2,67 1,120 ,571 

I care about the future of this place. 3,78 3,82 3,85 ,330 ,848 
I am not moving away from this part of 
Ljubljana/Edinburgh in the near future. 2,57 3,52 3,00 15,282 ,000 

This place and its surroundings have many local 
history and cultural features. 3,16 3,55 3,36 4,183 ,123 

This place and its surroundings are good just the way 
they are. 3,78 3,70 3,80 ,469 ,791 
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This place and its surroundings are important most of 
all for its forests and water features. 3,32 3,56 3,92 2,451 ,294 

This place and its surroundings are important most of 
all for its open fields. 3,49 3,26 3,09 ,987 ,610 

There aren't any features of this place that annoy me. 3,48 3,35 3,62 1,011 ,603 
I feel as if I'm able to move freely in this place. 3,71 3,85 4,14 2,711 ,258 
     1------------------------------------5 
Not at all                          Completely 

Table G.32: Kruskal-Wallis Test – Significant differences, between the three age 
groups, on their ratings of sense of place components, for Edinburgh. 


