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ATTRACTIVE QUALITIES OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS IN VISITOR’S PERCEPTION

The article explores the qualities of public buildings in the perception of visitors. Analyzing their reviews on
public buildings, the study examines how architectural design contributes to both improving the use of public spaces
and strengthening social interaction, creating integrated and inclusive spaces that contribute to the well-being of the

community.
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Statement of the problem

Public buildings serve as essential components of
the urban environment, integrating various social,
cultural, and functional elements that shape public life.
These structures ranging from libraries and museums to
community centers and government offices are not only
service-oriented but also act as hubs of interaction,
fostering engagement among diverse user groups. A
critical element in defining the architectural and social
significance of public buildings is their recreational
communication space, which functions as the connective

tissue  between different programmatic  areas,
encouraging accessibility, movement, and social
exchange.

In recent years, shifting perspectives on public
buildings among users, designers, and policymakers have
reshaped their architectural and functional paradigms.
The multi-use spaces have challenged the traditional role
of public buildings, pushing architects and urban
planners to explore new design strategies that ensure their
continued relevance.

As public buildings evolve, their design
increasingly incorporates social functions, cultural
influences, and connections to the regional context,
alongside their primary institutional or civic roles. This
shift highlights the importance of integrating public
buildings into the broader urban fabric, fostering
engagement, and enhancing their role as centers of
community life.

The growing recognition of non-commercial
qualities in public buildings calls for a structured
classification of these attributes to assess their relative
importance in shaping user perception and influencing
architectural design.

Analysis of recent research and publications

A number of theoretical works on public buildings
describe important aspects that form the basis of the
present study:

Contemporary challenges in the design and function
of public buildings, as well as the search for new
architectural and spatial strategies to enhance their
relevance, have been explored by R. Banham [1], C.
Alexander [2], F. Tibbalds [3], S. Goldsmith [4] and
others.

The role of user experience and social engagement
in shaping the appeal and effectiveness of public spaces
has been studied by C. Montgomery [5], J. Gehl [6], W.
Whyte [7] and others, emphasizing the importance of
accessibility, comfort, and interaction.

Classifications of different qualitative
characteristics of public buildings related to their social
and functional value have been proposed by K.Lynch [8],
G. Broadbent [9], A.Madanipour [10] and others.

Theories of placemaking and human-centered
design, which highlight the role of public buildings in
fostering community interaction and urban vitality, have
been advanced by J.Jacobs [11], R. Gratz [12], W.
Mitchell [13], and the "Project for Public Spaces"
initiative .

The methodological framework for understanding
"place" in the context of public architecture has been
shaped by E. Relph [14], Yi-Fu Tuan [15], D. Canter
[16], and S. Smolenska [17].

To conclude, the evolving role of public buildings
highlights the increasing significance of social,
experiential, and environmental qualities alongside their
traditional functions. While existing research explores
various aspects of placemaking, spatial organization, and
user engagement, a gap remains in connecting these
dimensions within a unified methodological framework.

Formulation of the goal of the article

The primary objective of the research discussed in
this article is to determine the system of public building
attractiveness that would be pertinent given the
contemporary shifts in how people view these structures.
Such a system of traits can be especially helpful in
characterizing and distinguishing, from the perspective
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of its visitors, the atmosphere of public buildings of
diverse spatial forms. For this purpose, the following
research assignments were established:

1. Create a set of appealing attributes for public
buildings in the eyes of visitors that are connected to the
idea of "place."”

2. Use the analysis of publicly accessible
information (public building reviews) to determine
whether the suggested set of criteria offers a helpful
distinction for various spatial forms of public buildings.

Presentation of the main material

In order to evaluate the attractive qualities of
architectural objects in visitor’s perception, a
corresponding tool is needed. Such tool can be found in
the concept of place, as presented in the studies of D.
Canter [16], S. Smolenska [17] and used in this regard in
the work of A. Borysenko [18]. This concept can be used
for the description of subjective, qualitative perception of
architectural environment, while allowing connection to
objective qualities of architectural structures.

The category of "place” include physical, activity,
and semantic components that define how their varied
attributes are reflected most dominantly in human
perception. Determining the qualities of an attractive
public building environment is impossible without taking
into account people's preferences and needs. This
concept will provide a structure for evaluating,
comparing and contrasting reviews. This would require
us to distinguish a number of semantic themes that would
differentiate different qualities related to different
attributes of place. For this purpose, existing
classifications of characteristics related to the
attractiveness of public buildings for visitors were
considered. Modern studies generally emphasize the role
of subjective, qualitative factors, grouped around
categories such as atmosphere, experience, and sense of
belonging. These factors describe the results of a person's
perception of the environment through
phenomenological qualities and highlight their impact on
the overall experience of public spaces. A general trend
supported by these findings is the increasing emphasis on
multi-functional and community-oriented features in
public buildings.

Therefore, it was deemed appropriate to formulate
a system for evaluating the qualities of public buildings,
taking into account methodological tools for describing
"place" as part of urban life in people's perception while
also providing a connection with the spatial
organizational typology of public buildings.

While the functional qualities, like general physical
comfort and convenience of access are important for
public buildings as well as for any other type, the
experiential qualities have a special significance for such
spaces for fostering social engagement and enhancing
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public life. The combination of functional and
experiential qualities enriches the social, cultural, and
psychological context of these spaces, transforming them
into more than just utilitarian structures, and making
visits to them meaningful experiences for the public.

This proposed classification of attractive qualities
of public buildings is grounded in the theoretical concept
of "place” and the peculiarities of its perception, as
outlined by D. Canter [8], who related them to three
levels: physical attributes, activities, and associated
meanings. Accordingly, the following categories of
attractive qualities for public buildings are distinguished
as "comfortability," "promotion of diverse activities,"
and "aesthetic articulation of the place" (Fig. 1).

Proposed
Classification of Non-
Commercial
Attractive Qualities of
Public Buildings

Fig. 1 — Proposed Classification of Non-Commercial
Attractive Qualities of Public Buildings (cultural center)

Based on this classification, a content analysis was
conducted. It was based on the material of reviews on 15
successful public buildings (100 reviews per building)
from English-speaking countries (USA, Great Britain,
Canada, Australia), that can serve as prominent examples
of their type. The general methodology of content
analysis is similar to the one used in the research by A.
Borysenko [18] and is reproduced in order to test its
application for evaluating visitor’s perception in
connection to different type of buildings.

Furthermore, the three categories of Comfortability,
Promotion of Diverse Activities, and Aesthetic
Articulation of the Place are composed of five distinct
qualities that provide a more precise understanding of
what makes public buildings attractive. Aesthetic
Articulation of the Place consists of Cultural Significance
and Architectural Excellence that distinguish between a
building’s historical, cultural, and symbolic value and its
visual appeal, design innovation, and integration into the
urban landscape. Comfortability includes Accessibility
& Urban Integration and Spatial & Social Connectivity
to separate functional aspects such as ease of movement,
inclusivity, and urban connectivity from the broader idea
of how spaces promote comfort, interaction, and social
cohesion. Lastly, Promotion of Diverse Activities
includes Public Engagement, emphasizing how public



buildings foster community participation, support
multifunctional uses, and encourage social interaction.
This refined classification ensures a more holistic
evaluation of public buildings, balancing cultural,
architectural, functional, and social aspects to create
spaces that are both meaningful and engaging.

Following public buildings were selected for
analysis (Fig. 2):

The Louvre Museum, Paris, France — A globally
iconic museum renowned for its aesthetic and historical
significance, attracting millions of visitors annually. It is
widely regarded as a model of how cultural institutions
can foster a sense of place.

The British Library, London, UK — Known for its
massive collection of literature and historical artifacts,
the British Library stands as an example of how libraries
can become a central, multifunctional part of the urban
fabric.

Sydney Opera House, Sydney, Australia — An
architectural marvel and a cultural symbol of Australia,
frequently analyzed for its integration of performance
arts and urban space.

Berlin Hauptbahnhof (Berlin Central Station),
Berlin, Germany — One of Europe’s largest and most
modern railway stations, celebrated for its innovative
design and high level of connectivity to urban space.
The National Gallery, Washington D.C., USA — A
cornerstone of American art and culture, offering insight
into how public art museums contribute to a sense of
national identity.

The United Nations Headquarters, New York, USA
— A unique diplomatic space, considered essential for
global cooperation, featuring architectural design that
symbolizes international unity.

The Palace of Justice, The Hague, Netherlands — A
monumental structure with a focus on international law
and human rights, known for its integration of security
and openness.

The Vatican Museums, Vatican City — A blend of
religion and culture, these museums are a testament to
how spiritual institutions contribute to urban tourism and
global culture.

The Guggenheim Museum, New York, USA -
Known for its innovative architecture by Frank Lloyd
Wright and its transformative impact on the museum
concept in the 20th century.

The Shard, London, UK — A modern skyscraper
offering a mix of commercial, residential, and public
spaces, renowned for its contribution to the city's skyline
and social spaces.

The Reichstag Building, Berlin, Germany — A
symbol of Germany's democratic rebirth, it combines
historic and modern elements, serving as the seat of the
Bundestag.

The Chicago Cultural Center, Chicago, USA — A
model for public access to culture, offering free
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exhibitions, performances, and a mix of civic and cultural
uses.

The National Library of France, Paris, France — A
landmark institution for knowledge and scholarship,
noted for its modern design and the integration of digital
and physical library spaces.

Los Angeles Central Library, Los Angeles, USA —
A vital cultural and public resource offering a blend of
art, history, and community programming in a historic
building.

The Museum of Modern Art (MoMA), New York,
USA - An influential art institution with a strong
architectural identity and programming that blends
modernity with tradition.

> The Palace of Justice, The Hague,
Netherlands

—> The Vatican Museums, Vatican City

_> The Louvre Museum, Paris, France

———————> The British Library, London, UK

——————>> The Guggenhelm Museum, New
York, USA
~—————> The Shard, London, UK

Sydney Opera House, Sydney, Australia

~—————_> Berlin Hauptbahnhof (Berlin Central
Station), Berlin, Germany

—>  The National Gallery, Washington D.C., USA ——

—> The Reichstag Building, Berlin,
Germany
————— The United Natlons Headquarters, New The Chicago Cultural Center,
York, USA Chicago, USA
~—————— > Los Angeles Central Library, Los Angeles, —_— The National Library of France,
usA Paris, France
The Museum of Modern Art (MoMA),
New York, USA

Fig. 2 — Color-Coding of Analyzed Public Buildings

In assessing the significance of public buildings,
Cultural Significance emerges as the most influential
factor, accounting for 24% of overall importance. This
highlights the deep connection between these structures
and historical or societal values. Architectural Excellence
follows closely at 22.5%, emphasizing the role of
innovative and aesthetically striking design in public
perception. Spatial & Social Connectivity contributes
23.2%, underlining the importance of well-integrated
spaces that foster interaction and engagement. Public
Engagement represents 21.2%, showcasing the role of
public buildings in promoting community participation
and inclusivity. Lastly, Accessibility & Urban
Integration holds 19.8%, demonstrating the necessity for
well-connected and easily accessible structures within
the urban environment. These findings indicate a
balanced distribution of priorities, where both aesthetic
and functional aspects play crucial roles in determining a
public building’s value (Fig. 3).

B CULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE

B ARCHITFCTURAL FXCFLLFNCE
ACGESSIBILITY 8 URBAN INTEGRATION
PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

SPATIAL & SOCIAL CONNECTIVITY

Fig. 3— Réhge of mentions of different categories of
public building attractiveness in reviews
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Patterns in preference distribution by category have
also been examined in greater depth in relation to the
subgroup of cultural centers (Fig. 4). Studies indicate
common patterns in how people perceive these structures
based on their spatial organization and functional role
within the urban fabric. One key finding is the high level
of attention given to the "accessibility and urbam
integration" category for integrated public buildings.
This trend can be attributed to the role of such buildings
as essential elements of a city's cultural, civic, or
infrastructural ecosystem. As integral parts of the urban
landscape, these buildings—such as libraries, museums,
and cultural centers—are expected to enhance public
accessibility, foster community engagement, and
contribute to the quality of shared spaces. Their design
often incorporates elements that support walkability,
public transport connectivity, and multifunctionality,
reinforcing their role as hubs of interaction within the
city. This alignment with urban infrastructure and the
prioritization of user-friendly spaces highlight the
broader impact of public buildings in shaping both
physical and social dimensions of urban life.

This significance underscores the public’s
recognition of these buildings as symbols of cultural
heritage and architectural distinction, reinforcing their
enduring value within the urban landscape. Furthermore,
the "Accessibility and Urban Integration" category
remains essential, highlighting the necessity for
inclusive, well-connected spaces that encourage
interaction and community participation. These attributes
solidify the role of public buildings as more than just
functional structures—they become active centers of
civic life, much like historic public forums that served as
focal points for cultural and societal exchange.

Key Factors in Public Buildings' Significance

Cultural Significance

Architectural Excellence |

Accessibility & Urban Integration

Public Engagement

Spatial & Social Connectivity

[ 2 6

Fig. 4 — Essential Attributes Defining the Impact of
Cultural Buildings

[

The highest-rated category, "Cultural
Significance", emphasizes the role of public buildings in
preserving heritage and fostering a collective identity.
"Architectural Excellence” follows closely, highlighting
the impact of design and aesthetic appeal on public
perception. "Accessibility & Urban Integration™ reflects
the importance of how well these buildings connect with
the surrounding urban environment, ensuring ease of
access and functionality. "Public Engagement" scores
highly, demonstrating the value of these spaces as hubs

for community interaction and civic activities. Lastly,
"Spatial & Social Connectivity" underscores the need for
public buildings to serve as interactive and inclusive
spaces that enhance urban life. Overall, the chart reveals
a balanced distribution of importance, with an emphasis
on both aesthetic and functional aspects.

The sequence of features that each contribute to the
overall assessment to differing degrees based on the
purpose and context of the building can be defined in
order to examine how public buildings are perceived.
Public buildings must have a few basic characteristics in
order to be considered good. These attributes include
cultural and spatial & social connectivity , which are seen
to be essential for making sure the building satisfies the
fundamental needs of its users. Since individuals often
take these crucial elements for granted, failing to achieve
these requirements can lead to serious unfavorable
evaluations and more examination of the category.

The assessment of five critical urban design factors:
Cultural ~ Significance,  Architectural  Excellence,
Accessibility & Urban Integration, Public Engagement,
and Spatial & Social Connectivity has been conducted for
public buildings (Fig. 5). Each factor is color-coded and
measured on a scale from 0 to 10. The chart indicates that
Spatial & Social Connectivity has the highest rating,
followed closely by Public Engagement and
Accessibility & Urban Integration. Architectural
Excellence and Cultural Significance have relatively
lower ratings in comparison.

W Cultural Significance

Architectural Excellence
[ Accessibility & Urban Integration
W Public Engagement
Spatial & Social Connectivity

Cultural Significance
Architectural Excellence
Accessibility & Urban Integration

Public Engagement

Spatial & Social Connectivity
o] 2 4 6 8 10
Fig. 5 — Assessment of Urban Design Priorities of

Public buildings

Community interaction and urban accessibility are
well-developed, cultural and architectural aspects might
require further enhancement. The high ratings for Spatial
& Social Connectivity and Public Engagement indicate
strong urban cohesion and community participation.
However, the moderate rating for Cultural Significance
may imply that historical or cultural elements could be
better integrated into the urban landscape. The chart
provides valuable insight into the strengths and potential
areas of improvement in urban planning and design.

For example, in heritage buildings, Cultural and
Historical Significance plays a defining role in visitor
perception, while in civic centers or community hubs,
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Public Engagement and Activity is more crucial.
Understanding these patterns can help prioritize
improvements and highlight key qualities that enhance
the perception and success of public buildings.

Conclusions

The research has led to the following conclusions:

1. The attractiveness of public buildings is shaped
by a combination of functionality, aesthetics, and visitor
experience. While accessibility and usability are
essential, architectural design, cultural significance, and
engagement opportunities significantly influence how
people perceive these spaces.

2. Analyzing visitor feedback highlights that
architectural appeal and historical value often have the
strongest positive impact. On the other hand, issues
related to functionality, such as poor accessibility or
maintenance problems, tend to generate negative
perceptions.

3. Understanding these factors provides valuable
insights for architects, urban planners, and policymakers.
By integrating comfort, diverse activities, and aesthetic
appeal, future public buildings can be designed to be
more engaging, inclusive, and culturally meaningful
spaces.

Public building attractiveness is influenced by
function, aesthetics, and experience. This study shows
that accessibility and usability are key, but design,
cultural value, and engagement shape perception. Visitor
reviews highlight architectural appeal and history as
major positives, while functional issues often lead to
criticism.
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MPUBABJIUBI IKOCTI TPOMAICHKUX CIIOPY]I Y CIIPUMHATTI BIJABIJTYBAYIB
A.C.bopucenko, Canwmi Canax, [1limaa bi6imr Masaxe0, Slccep Enp XammyTi, Mapyan Expayi
XapkiBChbKU HalliOHAJILHUN YHIBEPCUTET MichbKoro rocrogapctsa iM. O.M. bekeroa, Ykpaina

Y emammi 0ocnioaceno npusabnugi skocmi epomadcvrux 6ydisens y cnputinammi 8iogioysavamu. B cyuacnomy
apxXimeKmypHoMy OUCKYPCI CNPUUHAMMA 2POMAOCLKUX 0Y0igeNb UX00UMb 3d PAMKU NPOCMUX (QYHKYIOHANbHUX ©
CMPYKMYPHUX ACNIEeKMI8, BKII0UAOYU YYMmMESI, eMoyilini ma emnipuyni eumipu. LJi asxkocmi sidiepaiome supiuiaioHy
POb Y BUSHAYEHH] YCNIXY 2POMAOCbKOT 0YOI8i, 6nausaroyu Ha ii 3pyyHiCmb y 8UKOPUCINAHHI, 3AIYYeHHs y8dsu ma
3aeanvie cnputinammsa. Pozyminna npusabausux saxocmeil 2pomaocbkux 0yoigeib Mac 6adciuge 3HaAueHHs O
apximexmopie i Mmicmo0yOi6HuKi8, AKi NpAcHymv CMEOPUMU NPOCHOPU, AKI PEe30HYIOmMb 3 KOPUCMY8AYaMu Ha
bacamvox pieHsXx.

Hocnioocenna npononye KOMRIAEKCHY Kiacu@ikayilo npueadIusux aKocmel, 3ACHOBAHY HA MPbOX OCHOGHUX
sumipax modcvko2o cnpuinsmms, cgopmyavosanux /. Kanmepom i C. Cmonencokow: @izuune cepedosuuye,
Oisitbhicmy Kopucmysaua ma smicmu. Lli napamempu Gopmyroms mpu Kouo6i kameeopii npueadaueocmi.
«xomgopmuicmoy (n06’a3amni 3 izuunuM cepedosuem), « CNPUAHHs PI3HOMAHIMHOCII AKMUSHOCMewy (nos8 a3ana
3 QIAIbHICIIO KOPUCYBAYiB) i «ecCmemuyna apmuKyIiayis Micysy (6KopineHa 8 3micmax, SKi Npunucyromvcs
npocmopy). Kooicna kamezopis 6UCSIMIIOE 6AICIUB] ACHEKMU, SAKi CHPUAIOMb 3A2ATAbHOMY CHPULHAMMIO
npugadIueocmi epomadcvkoi Oyoieii.

LJo6 nepesipumu yro kiacugixayiro, 6y10 nPogedeHo KOHMeHm-aHai3 8i02yKie 8i08idysauis 15 epomadcvKux
oyoigenv y pisnux Kpainax, exmouaroyu CILIA, Benuxobpumaniro, Kanady ma Asecmpanito. Ompumani oawni Oyau
CRiBBIOHECeH 3 PISHUMU MUNONOZIAMU ZPOMAOCLKUX OVOI8elb, GKIUAIYU KYIbIMYPHI YCMAHO8U, MPAHCHOPMHI 831U
ma aOMIHICMpAamueHi yewmpu, woob SUHAYUMU 3AKOHOMIDHOCMI cnputinamms 6i0gidysauis. Pezynvmamu
niomeepounu, wo PisHi Kame2opii NPueadIUsoCmi MarmMv PI3HULL CHIYNIHb 8ANCIUBOCTIE 3ANIEHCHO GI0 muny 0y0i6ii.
Tax, 3axnaou Kyibmypu Oinrbuie acoyilo8anucsa 3 «eCMemudHo apmuKyIAYIelo Micyay, a mpancnopmHi eysiu —
«KOMGhopmHuicmion.

Kpim moeo, docniooicenns noxazano, wo maxi ¢pakmopu, sk MICbKUti KOHMEKCH, ICIMOopuyHe NOX00ICEHHs Md
eKON02IYHA CMIUKICMb, MAKOJC 8NIUBATOMb HA CNpULiHamms spomadcvkicmio. byodieni ¢ icmopuunux paiionax, ax
npaguo, OMPUMyrOmMb UYL OYIHKU 34 KYAbMYPHY 3HAYYWICMb, MOOi AK CYYACHI 0a2amoQyHKYIOHANbHI YeHmpu
Haoawoms npiopumem OOCMYNHOCI, IHmMezpayii 6 Micmo ma 3anyyeHHio epomadcvkocmi. Kpim moeo, maki
enemenmu, ik npUpoOHe OCEIMIEHHs, CIILKI Mamepianu ma epeoHOMINHUL OU3AUH, CNPUSIIOMb NO3ZUMUEHOM) 00C8I0Y
6i06i0y8auis. L[i 8UCHOBKU NIOKpeCOMb HEOOXIOHICMb 30ANAHCOBAHO20 NIOX00Y 00 NPOEKMYBAHHS, KU NOEOHYE
ecmemuky, QYHKYIOHAIbHICMb | COYIANbHY 83A€MOOII0, 2APAHMYIOUU, WO ePOMAOCHKI OY0ieNi egheKmusHo Cydlcamo
SAK NPAKMUYHUM, MAK i RPAKMUYHUM YLTAM.

Pezynomamu 0ocridoicenns pobasims 8Hecox 6 cghepy 3HAHb i 3ac00i8 apXimexmypHoco Ou3aumy, HAoaryu
3acnoeane Ha dakmax po3YMIHHA CMPYKMYpPU CAPUUHAMMA 6i08i0y8ayis, O00NOMA2AIOYU aAPXIMEeKmopam
cmeopiosamu Oinbu NPUBAOAUGT, 3MICIOBGHI MA 3PYUHI AOPECHO CNPIMOBAHT 2POMAOCHKI HPOCNOPU.

Kntouogi cnoea: epomadcvki cnopyou, cnputinamms 6i068i0yeauis, apximekmypHe cepeoosuuje, npoCcmoposull
00c6i0, ypoanicmuuHull OU3aiH.
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