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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This manuscript is important for the scientific community because it provides a novel, comprehensive four-level model (innate, cultural, societal, individual) that synthesizes diverse influences on Western landscape aesthetic preferences, addressing a long-standing gap in the literature where the fundamental "why" question of human attraction to landscapes has rarely been tackled holistically. By integrating evolutionary theories, philosophical aesthetics, historical cultural shifts, artistic developments, psychoanalysis, and neuroaesthetics, it offers fresh perspectives and a framework for future interdisciplinary research in environmental psychology, landscape architecture, and aesthetics. The inclusion of empirical insights from over 50 years of preference studies further strengthens its value as a foundational reference for understanding perceived landscape quality.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title "LandschapPhilia: The Origins of Human Delight in Landscape Beauty" is partially appropriate but could be improved; "LandschapPhilia" appears to be a typographical error or unconventional spelling (likely intended as "Landscaphilia"), and the subtitle accurately reflects the content, though it could more explicitly highlight the Western focus and multi-level model for better precision.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract is generally comprehensive, effectively summarizing the four-level model, key influences at each level, and the paper's confinement to Western perspectives, while clearly stating the core question and conclusions. 
Suggestions: Add a brief mention of the novel hypothesis on water preferences (prenatal amniotic fluid imprint) as it is a distinctive contribution; delete or condense the repetitive listing of influences to avoid slight overlap.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically correct overall, presenting a well-reasoned synthesis of established theories (e.g., Habitat Theory, Prospect-Refuge, Affective Theory, Information Processing) and historical/philosophical developments supported by appropriate citations, without major factual errors or unsubstantiated claims.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are sufficient in number and scope, covering foundational works (e.g., Appleton 1975, Ulrich 1980s–1990s, Kaplan 1989, Orians 1980s–1990s) as well as historical sources (e.g., Nicolson 1959, Glacken 1967) relevant to the interdisciplinary nature of the topic; however, many key evolutionary and psychological references are from the 1980s–1990s, making the list somewhat dated given the paper's apparent completion around or before 2025. More recent references (post-2010) are included for contemporary preference studies, which is appropriate. Suggestions for additional references: Include Semir Zeki's later works on neuroaesthetics (e.g., Zeki 2014 on beauty and the brain); recent meta-analyses on landscape preferences such as Sevenant & Antrop (2010) or more current reviews like Mundher et al. (2022, already cited but emphasize); for water preferences, add Nasar & Lin (2003) or White et al. (2010) on restorative effects of blue spaces.

	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	

The language/English quality is generally suitable for scholarly communications, with clear structure and academic tone, though it suffers from numerous typographical errors (e.g., missing spaces like "inanswertothequestion", run-on words, inconsistent formatting), minor grammatical issues, and occasional awkward phrasing that could be polished for better readability. 


	

	Optional/General comments

	



	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
No ethical issues are evident in the manuscript; the author discloses it derives from their Ph.D. and website, and ideas are properly attributed. 
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