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the Internet and Slide Method
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to investigate and cormpare the validity and the reliability of the visual
simulation method using the internet. For this, the evaluation of the artificial and natural landscape
through the medium of color slides are compared with the internet survey. Data is analyzed through the
comparison of t-test between the two media by landscape type, and spatial image is analyzed by factor
analysis algorithm. Principle component analysis using Varimax Method is applied for extraction and
factor rotation respectively.

The results of this study can be summarized as follows;

There are no statistical differences between the two methods with artificial and natural landscape in
the total data that included second tests. Factors covering the spatial image are found to be ‘aesthetic’,
‘spatial shape’, and ‘familiarity’. Total variance is obtained as 66.4%. There are no statistical differences
between the two methods in 2/3 of the cases. In the case of far view of artificial landscape, the results of
the t-test show that the two methods are exactly the same. Especially in the case of the artificial far
landscape shows no difference of all factors between two methods.

There are no differences between first and second tests of the same media and the same landscape
type. And it shows the reliability of this method. These results suggest that the probability that the
internet can be used as a medium of landscape evaluation and gathering information on anyone’s
landscape image. Simulation techniques with the internet survey method should be further developed for
practical application.
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Table 3. Summary statistics of variables
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Table 5. Results of t-test by landscape type and
factor for near landscape

landscape Std. t-

var.| media |Mean N df | P
type Dev value
K1 slide 3.10 |1.04 {105 137 |190l017
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Table 6. Results of t-test by landscape type and
factor for mid landscape
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Table 7. Results of t-test by landscape type and
factor for far landscape

landscape . Std. t-
var.| media |Mean N df.| P
type Dev value
K1 slide 2.82 1099|105 171 1190 0.09
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Table 8. Results of t-test between first and second
test by same media

a: Artificial landscape

Std. t-

media Mean N df P
Dev, value
L s2r Tos7 18 [ T oo,
sude 336 | 071 | 118 ~ c
) 341 0.61 168
internet -0.36 259 | 0.75

3.39 0.79 93

b: Natural landscape

Std. t-
media Mean N af P
Dev. value
) 356 0.61 198
slide -1.51 316 | 0.12

3.69 0.93 118

X 3.52 0.68 168
internet 343 074 03 0.42 259 | 0.67

Table 8914 HEo| 9A] ATABH AT 79
23 BrRASel 3 $A4 Fe0) glol AT
o guge 28 Q7L A0l BpEnT
A2,

V. 48

oo

Qe Brhe) BPHG} TEHE WAR gHl=E
0|88 ABRI9) e AT A9 Ho) 7

gobis) 3t 7 BN E B4 TUH AR O
Aoz A9 F I A¥E ks



(4PLERS & Vol.29,No.5

2. oigtzife| @of

# %iiﬂ Holefo] whgt e
7k A fe4de] <
A=A gkt

2. 37U AE Yeplis o9 AxEd dig Az
AR (AR, Bzl REAYAA,
2 wrgE 3719 Helo] Y 664%E FAY
c}.

3, 3 - 249 2L HEd Hd "AnAddA
e 7t AdE ATE EXdMe fo4el IAEA
ool olEet 3] wlo] <IEHl Bt v%‘al*' A
Apge} gl ch

4. 7 AE AE H7RA Y e t-test AT
187) &l 2 2/3%0 127) Aol il <k HrpjAZd
FAROE /¥ AolE HolR] stek

5, QF7T] et HEA] HWolA F uﬂﬂm 9
A9 AA7AP HF i wokon 53] 979 A9

°ﬂl'— EE el freigol sisich
6. & H7PA F3) SR 2 Feol #HE ¥
°1°ﬂ e e HrtelM e R o B 7
FOIF ¥H2 Bl glof HAMNFEE AArES
A28 Mol P3| AA=Hojof & Aoz HAld,
7. F A Bt fE FY WAz FeAdel
AHA ob Aol FEEAUAGL AT,

3. 12| AJAE

oVt 2e Ak 4 Aol glof Thad) BYR
2 PAAT AEUS ol AT BV golE
W UAT 5 Yo RS UERnL 449
% %8 D 9ol 40y e s
$8 202 478

4. BT B Y FE o7

3

el BAH7H Slo] A=A B} ’é%“—']oi
o] &3] A3t opl AelM FUHA FL WAE
58] ZBFRE FUINAEE i }01-3— Hol=
Bl ole] het AHFT B WS gy Qe 99

Aol Wigk AFo] HAFTh A7) o] AfAME
Y WS AT A e} el Hke)
o HIE HAFRE AR Bt Bae Hrh By AA
g 98 988 & gr} B3 B ArdME 24
YT t-testE AR vb 9121} e 7} Al ID
A3l A@3de] FYU3NA paired t-test7}
AA B2 BlodslY correlation £4% 7hs g Ao)
o 2183 BUEY] 27|19 SR T o Yot 7
7]_gj| &E u_l o]E-]\;-L Eod}\} EJ(‘— _;:]7].1;“;.]]5.0_ i3

o il

ks %* A9 A5 ¥ 7]5711‘%0] ojFolze & 4
HE
olg7e
1, ME8 7Y (1898) GISE LEG ABYI7|H BH
AT F=2A LA 26(2): 62-72

2. AFE, RAF1999) G158 TIAEHE o] 2F A4
ok FH - AFE AEE LR SRR NEA.
27(3): 88-97.

3. FHF(1986) AZHE B8] A AR BH A
T AEW e e A =E,

4 o[Mz}, AFY, MFEF(1998) TAEAY ojulx] ¢ Azt
3 Aswe A A7 AFZAEIA 26(3 134 142,

5. 4EWl(e9) ATEHE S HEUER

6, A7]5(1999) wwwolux] 25 AP‘”—P .uJH %%‘%}‘.’l

of ek 9, FFEHE =], 27(2): 108-118,

7. Fe denl(1998) AFAEH I 71He] BG I -
e 23t E3E YR dFE2AGEHA.
26(3): 312-320.

5. T3, d2vle00 AV A7) Fuje) §% 83
F7383] =], 28(2): 49-60.

9. Brown T.C.(1994) Conceptualizing smoothness and
density as landscape elements in visual rescurce
management. Landscape and Urban Planmng. 13: 1-10,

10. Dunn, M. C.(1976) Landscape with photographs: testing
the preference approach te landscape evaluation, Journal
of Environmental Management, 4: 15-26,

11, Lange, E.(1994) Integration of computerized wvisual
simulafion and wvisual assessment 1n envirenmental
planming, Landsecape and Urban Planmng, 300 99-112,

12. Oh, K.(1994) A perceptuzl evaluztion of computer-based
landscape simulation, Landscape and Urban Planning 28:
201-216,

13, Shuttleworth, $(1980) The use of photographs as an
environmental presentation medium in landscape studies,
Journal of Environmental Management. 11: 61-76.

14, SPSS Inc.(2000) SPSS for Windows R.10,



20014 12R) Qe gelo] 28 ol &8 AANIPPEY Wz 2

15. Stamps, A, E.(1990) Use of Photographs to simulate techniques. Journal of Environmental Management, 29:
environments @ a meta-analysis, Perceptual and Motor 275~283,
Skall, 71: 907-913. 17. Wherrett, J. R.(2000) Creating landscape preference
16. Vining, J, and Orland, B.(1989) The video advantage: a models using internet survey techniques, Landscape
comparison of two environmental representation Research. 25(1): 79-96,

HIE 20014 88 319
HELHE M4 20014 118132
20) olm AR

Appendix 1, Results of Reliability test for S.D. scale

Scale Mean Scale Var, Corrected Item Alpha if

Var. If Item Del. If Ttem Del. Total Correlation Item Del.
light - dark 2791 37.49 -0.17 0.75
harmeny - disharmonious 28,26 36,26 -0.19 0.74
wide - narrow 27.83 29,77 0.38 0,71
simple - complex 27.76 27.48 0.48 0.72
beautiful - ugly 27.92 3093 0.53 0.71
unique - monotonous 2822 37.03 -0.18 0.75
familiar ~ strange 2778 28.90 0.51 0.71
artificial - natural 2763 26.78 0.65 0.70
interesting - uninteresting 2782 2912 0.35 0.72

Appendix 2. Results of Factor Analysis

S.D. Scale Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 h®
X6 0.817 2.064E-02 -0.168 0.696
X3 0.762 0.137 0.188 0.636
X1 6.397E-02 0.813 2.757E-02 0.666
X5 -6.94E-02 -0.800 -3.78E-02 0.647
X2 -0.229 4.291E-02 0.820 0.726
X4 0,387 3.130E-02 0.681 0.615
Eigen Value 1.680 1.204 1.102 3.986
C.V.(%) 42.148 30.206 27 646 100
T.V.(%) 27.095 20,059 18.363 £6.418




