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Visual Preference Evaluation of Forest Stands toward
Forest Working Systems

Hyung Sop Song* - Do kyo Oh

ABSTRACT

The main purpose of this study is to obtain forest scenic beauty management informations toward
forest working systems in pinus densiflora forest stands, etc. To get these information, visual
preference and spatial image analysis methods are used. 25 different alternatives were simulated to
visualize on basis of actual forest working methods with taken photos from May to July, 2003. The
options were illustrated as photos produced by computer software. Respondents ratings for 25
landscape scenes were obtained by interview survey method. Each alternatives were evaluated by
forest major student group with total 103 respondents after reliability test. Visual preference
evaluation was used 10 point rating scale. Spatial images of 12 alternatives were measured by 12
semantic differential scale. In general, the respondents preferred refreshing and ordering forest stand
after forest working to natural forest stand before forest working. High visual preference for forest
density produces 400-600 trees/ha in small diameter class forest stands. Regarding visual preference
according to pavement type of trail, soil trail is ranked high. Visual preference for cutting area

ranks mature forest stand and wvisual preference for trail slope cover type ranks shrub with grass as
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relatively high on the preference scale. Through the factor analysis, spatial images of 12 coniferous
forest stands are classified as ‘ordered - opened’ and ‘beautiful - healthy’. Results indicate how to

conduct forest working systems for forest scenic beauty management.
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Table 1. Semantic Differential scales

No. Variables

L1 Broad - ¢ - - ¢ - - Narrow

L2 Ordered * =+« « - - Tangled

[ 3 Frendly « -+« - - - Unfriendly

I[_4 | Monotonous « « « « « - - Divers

L5 Dry « « ««« -« Refreshing

L6 Relieved « = = = - - - Stifling

L7 Healthy -« -+ = - - - Sickly

[ 8 Uniform + =+« - - - Scattered

L9 Dead + ¢ ¢ =+ - - Alive

[ 10 Opened -+ » - - - - Closed

[ 11 Bent + ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 - - Straight

12 Beautiful « + - - - - - Ugly

* Seven-point interval scale
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Table 2. Social characteristics of respondents

T = N=103| %

Male 69 67

Sex Female 3 | 33

1 grade 57 55.3

2 grade 16 155

Grade o ade 15 | 146

4 grade 15 146

. Metropolitan 67 65

Community type | . .
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in childhood |, Forest Village

2. 9% SAENT A3
T

ARG TE

544 A7 A%

EAo wg 4A zpol7t = ASE e
o AA 25m) AR T 7P @ A7 AsEE

He

Hol A#E oFA 5L EAo] AT ofATE
I A 16 ARKOR 274901, M =&
AT E Hol Ad ARE AAxd el 4227}
AE AU QB9 13 ARKIO R 7499] & A
7t AT S Btk 71& Ao E Al A e

20 '}
A FEFet FHH JFe] F 24 UA, 9
ZHA SOl HAst 9lom, AkeAQ]el uhe}
B E = A4, U, HPHA Y] Jret I
At el ZE A g5l
o7} &g Easkal JoH(Hull, 1986: Brown 5.
1986, +34 = 1992: 1999: "¢ S 2003).

olg AT AHAE 71Este] A
A3

o 337

=
)
>
)
x
fols
ki
_>|’1_‘,

£

iR
e
P
lm
oX,

4
W GRS T E FEA 20T 9 3
7% A9 =

o8
2
o
~
X,
N on
2
ot
L
e

i)
bt
B
=

>
ox
ox
=
1o
i
oX,
=
Rl
i
do

af sPgAE 10vfeh GdE 2-A shel

i

7} Ms%7) 582, AR 2v 7HAA 7] Fo i
MO Z 6369 A7 ASTEE Holil o], 714
7] 2P A|H o E

4

oL

9o AATe 9F SHold T 5 Uk E5,
Qerle] el Z18 AR HHETHEEAL,

-1 H QAN =



ARAel o

i
o,

P

lo

£

|

rx,
fots
R
ot
N
-l

Table 3. Rating scores and physical characteristics for 25 photographs.

Photo Rati
ating scores Classification Forest work types Remarks
No. Mean SD
S1 582 147 Internal forest Pruning Before
S2 6.35 1.80 " ” After
S3 494 1.75 External forest Weeding Before
S4 544 1.77 ” ” After
S5 5.39 1.50 Internal forest Thinning 800/ha
S6 6.69 1.64 " " 600/ha
S7 6.83 157 " " 400/ha
S8 574 1.94 " ” 200/ha
S9 6.53 1.34 External forest Ground cover Bare
S10 6.60 1.49 ” " Grass
Sl 533 1.79 ” " Low shrub
S12 4.60 2.04 " ” High shrub
S13 749 1.64 Trail Trail cover Soil
S14 6.67 1.92 " ” Block
S15 6.13 2.13 " ” Crushed stone
S16 2.74 1.76 ” ” Asphalt
S17 3.40 1.81 Forest road slope Slope cover Soil
S18 420 1.60 ” ” Stone net
S19 452 1.49 " ” Shrub
S20 6.27 1.50 " ” Shrub + Grass
S21 340 197 Middleground - Clear cutting
S22 499 1.63 ” - Meadow
S23 517 1.77 ” - Forestation
S24 5.22 1.76 ” - Small clear cutting
S25 7.16 153 ” - Mature forest
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No.13 S=7.49 No.14 S=6.67

| - g | = -

No.17 S=3.40 No.18 S=4.19 No.19 S=452 No.20 S=6.27

No.22 S=4.99 No.23 S=5.17 No.24 S=5.22

%

No.25 S=7.16

Figure 1. Rating scores for 25 different alternatives.
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Table 4. Results of factor analysis for 12 S.D
scales
Factor 1 Factor 1I
Items .
(Ordered and Opened) | (Beautiful and Healthy)
L2 836 026
[ 8 173 153
I_10 740 -022
L1 738 -.109
I 6 692 131
I 4 631 -.398
[ 11 601 093
I 12 099 779
I 9 =304 695
L7 -156 687
L5 235 679
I3 410 645
EV 3977 2.661
CV 33.144 22172
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