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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to suggest objective basic data for landscape research which cotained
interdiciplinary approach between ecological and psychophysical method. For this, the naturalness and pref-
erence in greenary space, spatial image structure of physical elements have been analyzed by correlation co-
efficient and factor analysis algorithm,

The results are as follows ;

1. The relation between the estimation of naturalness and the preference in natural forest was deeply
correlated. And the estimation of naturalness was higher than the estimation of DGN(Degree of Green
Naturality).

2. The estimation of naturalness was decided by the physical features of forest and was different from the
DGN. .

3. Factors covering the spatial image of the forests have been found to be the ‘overall evaluation’, ‘ability’,
‘naturalness’ and ‘idiosyncracy’. By using the control method for the number of factors, T.V. has been
obtained as 61.68%.

4. The factors of the ‘overall evauation’, ‘naturalness’ were found to be the main factors determining the
visual preference of greenary space.
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Table 1. Forest characteristics of sample scenes

Scene
Sereal No. Relev. No. Forest Type DGN Locations Description
1 46 1 JBE LA L SERHE
2 33 Thit 1 Bl FBLE T G
3 23 BRI 1 Bt FIRES BY 4Rt
4 1 1 R AR 1ok E&
5 34 Bt 2 Bt HRE Rk HEE
6 2 2 Bt BEE =FAL R
7 42 Rt 3 BN EEHER BHHEE (B EK)
8 22 HEt 3 BE LA BIARERUE (ATE)
9 3 3 R IS ERBE (eL54)
10 45 2K 4 hisXe -5 AT EHE (508)
11 3b 13 4 T8 =R AT (468)
12 16 (A) 4 T AR pikreich
13 4 5 T el AR (ki)
14 44 2K 5 2t SEE HeiRiE Bt (1L ki)
15 32 HR 5 BN EENER A
16 24 (B) 5 Bt ZRRER REEWEN (SR tkiRits)
17 8 5 Bk AR REEWER(LRYDUR)
18 A 6 Bk REER =& Ak (8AE)
19 29 AT 6 Bt WE&H 27tk A7k
20 18 6 JER R =& Ak
21 7 6 23t ERED 2]7]c} 2k
22 40 7 B R B (AU, 3 ]
23 31 7 A& feal AR AR
24 30 KK 7 i TEN ArEubEik
25 28 (A) 7 i BB RiEtk (AU, 258
26 17 biajj TN 7 TR B Mo+
77 15 7 2 e SEPE (IBRET)
28 14 7 B ZORER flz2g: 12 S
29 5 7 B REER iRiETR
30 3 8 Bt #HEX AR +ZFEHR
31 37 8 bt e ST AL+
32 21 8 Bt FHEER A4z
3 20 2Kk 8 T HHAR VR (BT g)
3 19 (B) 8 IR FERRHR ENB RN
35 13 Ktk 8 IR FEE RN
36 9 8 IR EEER ENR RN
k14 6 8 TR Eigh AR TN
38 41 9 Bt FHEER FEH
39 36 9 TN AEHER TR ()
40 27 Btk 9 TN EERIL T (RFEAR)
41 25 9 I R T+
42 10 9 LR Zul FHURHR
43 42 il 10 EH HEW gAg —HEM Ak
44 26 B 10 T R Hge - A%k
45 1 HR 10 BN BRI grgy — T NS
46 \ 43 A 0 Bl BEE ARERAH (R« SUEH)
7 : 12 0 Bl BLE vicH(EE 3RS
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Table 2. Replication of semantic differential scale by other!studies

. source
Var. S. D Scale note
A|B|CI|!/D|E/|F
X1 Adg ge — A948 22 | O Ol 0| O
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X7 g ¢ - FJIF O B 2K&39l, C 73l
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X11 H 2w A g — AuHY O | BE#d
X12 dzzze - 233 o) )
X13 g8 8 - F o3| O @)
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X15 AAEA ¥& - ARQGE o | B Hsthe
X16 s gt & - FF/I 0|00} O0 )
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X19 A&d - A£8A gL | O Ne)
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9 9 | ¢ 7 7 |11
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Table 3. Result of correlation analysis between naturalness & preference(Each scene)

Naturalness(N) Preference(P) Correlation
Scene No. DGN Mean D Moean D N-P Coefficient
1 1 3.817 2.237 2.958 2.143 0.229 .689**
2 1 4.291 1.988 3.937 1.906 0.354 .487**
3 1 4,770 1.959 4.125 1.974 0.645 .535**
4 1 5.145 1.924 4,291 2.010 0.854 .549**
5 2 5.125 2.006 5.229 1.801 -0.104 .2908*
6 2 5.458 1.901 4.833 2.014 0.625 .364**
7 3 4.854 2.633 5.895 2.651 —1.039 .789**
8 3 5.270 2.121 4,250 2.255 1.020 .537**
9 3 4,780 2.082 3.385 1.498 1.313 .446™*
10 4 6.145 1.557 6.208 1.413 —0.063 A11*
11 4 5.666 1.730 5.812 1.964 0.146 .569**
12 4 5.979 1.827 4.89% 1.915 1.084 .297*
13 4 6.125 2.463 5.687 2.594 0.438 .528**
14 5 7.625 1.510 7.479 1.650 0.146 .543**
15 5 6.312 1.925 6.060 1.629 0.252 617*
16 5 5.312 1.991 4.520 1.956 0.792 .4908**
17 5 6.937 1.972 6.604 1.672 0.333 .560**
18 6 6.375 1.805 5.770 1.666 0.605 .504**
19 6 5.510 1.611 5.125 1.875 0.393 .611**
20 6 6.437 1.514 5.395 1.759 1.042 .628**
21 6 7.708 1.636 7.270 1.672 0.438 472*
22 7 7.520 1.473 7.020 1.480 0.500 .395**
23 7 6.333 1.448 5.937 1.450 0.396 .506**
24 7 6.833 1.692 6.145 1.738 0.688 .b79**
25 7 6.395 1.469 5.854 1.584 0.541 .345*
26 7 7.000 1.584 6.395 1.410 0.605 .438**
27 7 7.812 1.74 8.145 1.810 0.333 .476*
28 7 6.979 1.564 6.375 1.579 0.604 .537**
29 7 6.750 1.885 5.645 1.682 1.105 .307*
30 8 8.208 1.556 7.895 1.574 0.313 434*
31 8 8.083 1.334 8.125 1.314 —0.042 527**
32 8 6.833 2.066 5.937 2.529 0.896 .527**
33 8 6.312 1.504 5.812 1.671 0.500 .316*
34 8 7.458 1.458 6.937 1.420 0.521 .568**
35 8 7.229 1.666 6.937 2.004 0.292 .596**
36 8 7.395 1.567 7.020 1.494 0.375 .623**
37 8 8.270 1.379 8.020 1.896 0.250 .396**
38 9 7.125 1.496 6.666 1.589 0.459 .286*
39 9 8.208 1.428 8.750 1.328 —0.542 .610**
40 9 6.333 2.244 5.791 2.396 0.542 .610**
41 9 6.541 1.797 5.895 2.013 0.646 .668**
42 9 7.666 1.916 7.833 2.096 —0.167 .430*
43 10 7.291 1.352 7.083 1.911 0.208 .624**
44 10 5.500 2.143 4.770 1.991 0.730 .660™*
45 10 8.458 1.597 8.333 1.717 0.125 416**
46 0 7.895 1.505 8.201 1.570 —0.386 .463**
47 0 7.708 1.529 8.250 1.780 —0.542 .629**

Notes : * : significant at 1% level, ** : 5% level
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Table 4. Result of paired t-test between nataralness and preference(Each DGN)

naturalness preference Correlation
DGN N - D oan D DF t-value P Coeffcients
1 4 4.349 2.146 3.828 2.061 191 3.86 0.000 0.605
2 2 5.291 1.952 5.031 1.911 95 1.13 0.260 0.319
3 3 4,944 2.289 4,513 2.407 143 2.29 0.240 0.539
4 4 5.979 1.920 5.651 2.056 191 2.19 0.300 0.456
5 4 6.546 2.033 6.166 2.029 191 3.07 0.002 0.629
6 4 6.510 1.810 5.890 1.921 191 5.31 0.000 0.644
7 8 6.953 1.668 6.440 1.754 383 5.86 0.000 0.499
8 8 7.474 1.696 7.085 1.950 383 4.49 0.000 0.576
9 5 7.175 1.776 6.987 2.225 239 1.58 0.116 0.614
10 3 7.083 2.107 6.728 2.381 143 2.53 0.013 0.725
0 2 7.802 1.512 8.270 1.670 95 -3.03 0.003 0.551
Total 6.053 6.281

Table 5. Result of paired t-test between naturalness
and preference (total)

N Mean SD SE twvaluee DF P
NAT 6.281 1.181 +0.356

11 1.83 10 0.980
PRE 6.053 1.266 +0.382

Table 9. Result of mesn score of X1 of X20(by DGN)

DGN X1 X20 | DGN X1 X20
1 3.55 214 7 6.58 5.82
2 3.17 5.20 8 6.40 5.68
3 4.66 3.17 9 5.62 4.20
4 5.05 5.58 10 6.52 6.05
5 5.91 3.49 0 6.23 6.15
6 5.20 4.57

Table 6. Result of paired t-test between DGN and

naturalness(total)

N Mean SD SE t-value DF P
DGN 6.000 3.317 +1.000

11 —041 10 0.687
NAT 6.281 1.181 +0.356

Table 7. Result of paired t-test between DGN and

preference(total)

N Mean SD SE  twvalue DF P
DGN 6.000 3.317 %1.000

11 —0.08 10 0.937
PRE 6.063 1.266 +0.382

Table 8. Pearson’s correlation coefficent matrix

DGN NAT PRE
DGN 1.000
NAT 0.832** 1.000
PRE 0.731** 0.947** 1.000

* : Significant at 1% Level

T o|5 N WIze] £ EMERNIRE (Coefficient
of Multiple Correlation)+ 0.903.2 ¢ &
I AERARRR (Positive Correlation) 7} Q& #o
2 g
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HRS BARMFEY A o2 vk BEe fu
Ul BRI BEE KM FE/ RERITHS o
Z37] 93 el FERREEE 49 IS
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Table 10. Rotated factor matrix

Var FACTOR I FACTOR I ' FACTOR T FACTOR N h?
X6 .82078 —.8428 —.5313 .19219 .72055
X15 .81392 -.01792 .23299 11717 .73086
X18 .81345 —-.08411 : 0.5724 21155 .71681
X20 .80703 —.00525 .24906 .16721 74175
X13 713225 21723 .27654 .01813 .66019
X2 .66396 .10939 .48397 .03651 .68837
X9 63729 .04535 .12478 —.07934 .43001
X14 .55543 .31340 —.30633 —.11486 .51343
X7 .54636 .10587 .54076 .14231 .62240
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X1 .40456 .15182 .67169 .11087 .65018
X19 .07594 .19694 .66545 —.07856 .49355
X12 .39606 .3623 .03359 .71820 .66729
X16 .31269 .24565 .18458 —.71178 .69882
X10 .41787 .02278 .14542 .67035 .64562
Eigenvalue 6.58703 3.12809 1.46952 1.16144 Zh?=12.3460
C.V(%) 53.35 25.33 11.92 9.40 100
T.V(%) 32.90 15.64 7.34 5.80 61.68
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Table 11. Multiple Regression Analysis of Factor Score

Var. B SEB BETA T Sig T

F4 .3001 0342 .1672 —8.767 .000

F3 .4470 .0342 .2490 13.059 .000 F=509.82**
F2 —.0094 .0342 —.0052 -.275 .783

F1 1.4491 .0342 .8073 42.330 000  R#=0.741
constant 4.8349 .0342 141.333 .000

** Significant at 1% Level
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