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A Cross-cultural Comparisons for Landscape Preference
on Korean Traditional Garden
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate cross-cultural comparison of landscape
preferences among Korean, Japanese and Western groups, and to get some clues to be
used in judging this cultural influence. Moreover this study suggested fundamental
data for design theory of modern landscape architecture.

The results were as follows

Natural factors including vegetation, water and rock, structural factors and spatial
factors could be significant variables on Korean traditional landscape. The mean pref-
erence scores for both landscape element and landscape space were significantly differ-
ent(p<0.01, p<0.05) with the Korean most perferred, the Western in the middle, and
Japanese least. There were both differences and similarities in landscape preference
among Korean, Japanese and Western groups.
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Fig 1. Map of the studied object : Ch’angduk Palace
(Circle indicates the surveyed site.)

: Flower terrace bshind TAEJOJSN HALL

: Front garden betwsen TAEJOJON HALL and HUIJSNGDANG
HALL

: Spaces around PUYONGJI POND

: Spaces around CHUHAMNU PAVILION

: Spaces around YONGHWADANG PAVILION

: Spaces around GATE OF YOUTH

: Spaces around AELEONJI POND

¢ The whole view of YONKYSNGDANG HOUSE
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Table 1. Landscape elements and landscape
spaces of Korean traditional garden
(Ch 'angduk Palace)

Classification Composition factors
Landscape Al Pond
Elements A2 Channel
A3 Decorative stone(Fantastic stone)
A4 Animal sculpture
A5 Stone carved lamp
A6 Tree
AT Flower terrace
A8 Bridge
A9 Fence or wall
AlQ0 Gate
All Chimney
Al2 Step
Al3 Parapet
Al4 Pavilion
Al5 Palace (Building)

Landscape Bl Flower terrace behind TAEJOJoN
Spaces HALL
B2 Front garden between TAEJOJON
HALL and HUIJONGDANG HALL
B3 Spaces around PUYOGNGJI POND
B4 Spaces around CHUHAMNU
PAVILION
B5 Spaces around YoSNGHWADANG
PAVILION
B6 Spaces around GATE OF YOUTH
B7 Spaces around AELEONJI POND
B8 The whole view of YONKYGNDANG
HOUSE

SAS(Statistical Analysis System:version
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Table 2. Comparison of preference mean for
Korean traditional landscape elements
and landscape spaces

Variabl Korean Japanese Western
anables  (N-161)  (N=134)  (N=125)

Landscape elements?

Al 5.94 4,34 5,84
A2 4.98 4,07 471
A3 4,72 437 5.25
A4 4,94 4.78 5.29
A5 5.13 4.63 5.17
A6 6.44 5.51 6.42
AT 5.56 4,72 511
A8 5.45 4.88 5.49
A9 5.47 5.18 5.39
Al0 5.29 5,57 5.86
All 5.27 4.97 5.26
Al2 4,81 4.25 4.92
Al3 5.11 4.62 5.21
Al4 6.17 5.23 6.26
Al5 6.06 5.75 6.20
Landscape spaces
B1 5.35 4.46 4.53
B2 5.24 4.98 5.09
B3 6.26 5.46 6.18
B4 5.87 5.28 5.93
B5 5.12 4,90 5.31
B6 5.38 4.85 4.88
B7 5.75 5.31 5.75
B8 5.74 6.30 5.72
2 See Table 1.
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Table 3 NPAR Test of preference mean for Korean
traditional landscape elements and land-
scape spaces among Korean, Japanese

and Western

Variables Chi-square D.F. Prob
Landscape elements?
Al 83,101 2 .0001***
A2 39.513 2 .0001***
A3 32.212 2 .0001***
A4 10.450 2 .0054**
A5 16.610 2 .0002***
A6 54, 886 2 .0001***
AT 26. 064 2 .0001***
A8 19,220 2 .0001***
A9 3.799 2 . 1496
A10 13.425 2 .0012**
All 5.037 2 .0806
Al12 20.884 2 .0001***
Al3 17.969 2 .0001***
Al4 67.626 2 .0001***
Alb 8.450 2 .0146*
Landscape spaces
B1 35.117 2 .0001***
B2 3.229 2 .1990
B3 26.613 2 .0001***
B4 21.079 2 .0001***
B5 8.593 2 .0136*
B6 14. 893 2 .0006***
B7 7.429 2 .0244*
B8 12, 569 2 .0019**
BSee Table 1.

2*p(0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0. 001,

Table 4. Pooled within - class covariance matrix for Korean traditional landscape elements in

Korean, Japanese and Western

Variables A1? A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 A8 A9 AlI0 All Al12 Al3 Al4  AlS
A% 1.850 0.827 0.535 0.291 0.433 0.199 0.374 0.447 0.163 0.253 0.211 0.110 0.268 0.468 0.3%4
A2 1.659 0.651 0.446 0.534 0.209 0.381 0.552 0.315 0.331 0.417 0.302 0.409 0.305 0.297
A3 1.768 1.002 0.688 0.260 0.474 0.420 0.391 0.458 0.440 0.387 0.541 0.395 0.490
A4 1.773 0.847 0.339 0.467 0.466 0.442 0.546 0.573 0.592 0.537 0.424 0.472
A5 1.503 0.307 0.332 0.473 0.503 0.554 0.411 0.487 0.524 0.519 0.461
Ab 1.040 0.315 0.233 0.152 0.213 0.223 0.214 0.171 0.311 0.301
AT 1.873 0.350 0.310 0.264 0.265 0.401 0.220 0.304 0.305
A8 1.354 0.572 0.409 0.453 0.429 0.334 0.374 0.363
A9 1.730 0.811 0.701 0.681 0.608 0.508 0.424
Al0 1.528 0,581 0.566 0.627 0.601 0.573
All 2.053 0.616 0.551 0.287 0.368
Al2 1.902 0.790 0.366 0.272
Al3 1.665 0.580 0.551
Al4 1.191 0.706
Alb 1.234

4See Table 1.
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Table b, Classification result by discriminating
analysis among 3 groups in Korean tra-
ditional landscape eiements and land-~
scape spaces

Variables Iéctual Predicted Group Membership
Toup

Korean Japanese Western
Landscape Korean 65.22 11.80 22.98
elements Japanese 11.18 76.87 11.94
Western 16.00 480 79.20
Landscape Korean 68.32 11.80 19.88
spaces Japanese 28,36  46.27 25.37
Western 31.20 17.60  51.20

Azme] fo@ ol7t AUHE 3). FH=R1e]
A9 RE A JVF w8 FFE YEL,
A gR), YEQlo] 4zt 1 thgeR, §=qle] &
ZAE 2ATL A A3 AF 8L A
Al EHE 2).

#HEH9] Pooled within-class covariance
matrix& B3 £ Zdie KER A% 16h)
1.9542 Al iRl 71 F83 Wdg S 7R
' ez yehgon, kil ERr Alo)
o] JZ, TEMS FAoZ § 3 59 £o)A
3, HEE 2R 7P 98] e FA
THHE 6).

Within-group covariance® °|43 F3€
w2 REY §=el, 489, M9l #
aY& 443 44 5), ¥ 68.32%, 4
Bl 46.21%, MY 51.20%% H& HHYE
Ho A g BF 9 gAY daE8E 24}
24 ¥jEtx Yoz B,

Table 6. Pooled within - class covariance matrix for Korean traditional landscape spaces in

Korean, Japanese and Western

Variables B1? B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7 B8
B12 1.954 0.722 0.491 0.344 0.410 0.559 0.380 0.611
B2 1.685 0.533 0. 366 0.582 0.585 0.718 0.684
B3 1331 0.591 0.508 0.511 0.720 0.491
B4 1.362 0.700 0.519 0.515 0.505
B5 1.408 0.730 0.596 0.633
B6 1.612 0.699 0.611
BY7 1.568 0.733
B8 1.329

2See Tablel.
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