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Typicality-Aesthetics Relationships on the Natural Landscape of
National Park
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A A (Typicality)o] 2t & oj® WFE st =S T (Rosch, 1973).
olg g ML Aol M ALgEE Aol &(Prototype Theory)oll Al H]ZREH Ao
2 Bz APAHL old BT (Category) &4 E(Attributes)®] B &S
A%@9a 7880 (Langlois and Roggman, 1990). £&, d¥4 L ¥Fe A#
A Feju REAA Bk oy Alge FaE Exoz Ry AAHE o|ZHE %

A71 & & cHBarsalou, 1991).
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oleid M¥AFol Ad HEATH o]d3L VA dx9 #4 =
de FA o2& mdo] AAHAUTH (Peron et al, 1998). A3-HFA
(Preference-prototype model)& @A A3 7o @& T
A 3.-zto] =& (Preference-difference model)& A ¥ d = =
Holgth B =ndie Zae Ay vy Mae AAE sy, 1 dAE
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AT WgoRE AFHERAL AHEEHAG ARE A7A7 AY =Y A
= =P F Y (Cairngorms National Park)S Wi3sle], FFZ(Lairig Ghry,
43km)E whel 2002 691X 99 Atolol FFsgth 53 HAE HAEE AHEs
o, 235WE A IA&sdn G 2680 93t F 270 A@AR ol A
o], EAYE YEEY Ay FLdE A7t A3 FF2(=a9-A
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3%, 265km)E Wk 2003d 78l 89 Atolo} ArdE AT A AL
A#ol A5sttn SEE 0P st F 27wl A AEH, A
2 yddgdd.

A% ARAE 24BN A4 F Azsde AQ4RE A9dAY Ee 95
ENFES stglon, ojd Aolendx FEA &Yl SHIAL, X ¥

13440] %3 drdAEs FANEHJAU(Randomised Block Design;
RBD)o] &45t} of AFoA RBDA 273 E 3 (Fixed effect)s AFEY A=
ola, FZ¢ &7 (Random effect)e $EAZ THEHUT. RBDE olUEAEH
(Two-way ANOVA)S 13 MAolzg REAWHoz xg tutd 2 E(Friedman
Test)7b AHSEHAT olF {94 AAL st LFEH M (Wilcoxon Signed
Ranks)e] &&= it}

Im, 47434 94 &9

%9 ©7HH) 2 E (Friedman Tes)®) 23 #o| 21 A(CNP) HEAE Aole1d
~ 7w AYHY s weh Axo] §9¢ Fo|E BT (Table 1). Aol
DUx PR Ao AWAo) & ABCL)) Hel Mt e H3E uG
o (Figure (a)). °l¥ 9574 (Wilcoxon Signed Ranks)dl &j# A4
(Post-hoc Analysis)ol 9314, A8 4o] ¥& AWCHT AR40l B& ABCL)
Aolo] EARCE FF Aol7t BEHAY (2 = 403, p < 0.00D).

Table 1. Friedman result: preference score of CNP typicality

Std.
N Mean ) Median °
Deviation ¥
CH 88 381 1.25 4.00 2.31 13049 0.00
CL 88 49 1.29 5.00 2.6
CN 38 0.28 0.74 0.00 1.03
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ZEgEAEY A3 AYHA(NP) FEAE A FH AIH A=

wel AZo] Fo3 X0l BTt (Table 2). A4 WEAY Ao AYPA o
=< AW st Ry & A3 E 299 (Figure (b). €F&H A4 93

AFEA ) dstd, AYAel we AB(HIG APl Fe AR/(L) Atolel §
AR 498 Aol7t BSHAG (2 = -846, p < 0.001).

Table 2. Friedman result: preference score of JNP typicality

N Mean Std. \Eriedman
Deviation Median i
JH 134 5.89 1.56 6.00 282 22345 0.00
JL 134 2.89 1.44 3.00 2.15
N 134 0.22 0.53 0.00 1.03

Figure. Box-plot: Preference score of typicality
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dol 2313 mA Hogdd £AA 4L A Wi, A
A =4EL FEAY vy Az FAY & 2
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