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Identification of Influencing Factors of Forest Scenic Beauty
for Outdoor Recreation’
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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of this study is to obtain information on the factors influencing forest scenic beautv in
order to make and manage scenic forest of recreation areas. 62 slides were taken for the study. Each
photograph was independently judged by college students in 10 different major fields, with a total 254
observers after reliability test in the study. The ratings were scaled using a computer program developed by
Brown & Daniel(1990) . The results of rating scale analysis indicate that respondents’ major field difference
affects visual preference for forest scenic beauty. Similarly, with different sexual. forest visit frequency, and
community type in childhood, people tend to rate their preference differently. The respondents’ rating scale
of relative scenic beauty of near-view forest scenes can largely be explained in terms of forest physical
characteristics of forest landscape. Bare ground area and slash area are represented negative esthetic effects,
while DBH, number of trees per hectare, sky area showed positive esthetic effects. These 6 variables in the
model can be accounted for 74% of total variance in perceived forest scenic beauty, With this study result,
it can be concluded that forest physical characteristics are significantly related to visual preference for near

-view forest scenes.

Kev words : forest scenic beauty, visual preference, SBE
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Table
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1. Variable description

No. Variable type Description
A . Site inventory
1 Species spe’ P . densiflora(1*, L _leptolepis 2,
P koraniensis 3}, Quercus spp.i4).
Others 5!, Forest road(§’
2 . Forest age AGE . age classi1-1Q
3 . Average d .b.h (DBH) . cm index
4 . Average height { HEI} . m index
3 . Number of trees/ha(THA: . ='ha1100 unit*
6 . Slope(SLOY . 0-15110, 15-30¢2%, 303"
7 . Crown density (CRO? . % index.10% unit}
8 . Clear-length of tree (CLE) . m index
9 . Size of crown(SCR) . m index
10 . Vegetative ground . shrubs(1) weeds(2}) litter(3)
cover (VGC) glassland (4) Lespedeza(5)
sapling (6) nothing (7)
11 . Height of vegetative ground cover ( HVG) . cm unit
12 . Density of vegetative ground cover (DVG) . small(1’ middle(2} large(3)
13 . Luminous intensity in stand (LII) . 1000Lux unit
14 . Luminous intensity out of stand (LIO) . 1000Lux unit
15 . Photographed distance (PDI) . 1-5110, 6-10¢2), 11<(3)
B. Photo inventory
1 . Area of crown(CRA) . % index
2 . Area of stem(STA} . % index
3 . Area of sky(SKA) . % index
4 . Area of vegetative ground cover{VGC) . % index
) . Area of forest road, small road(RAA) . % index
6 . Area of rock (ROA) . % index
7 . Area of dead branch(DEB) . % index
8 . Area of background (BAA) . % index
g . Area of twiner{TAA) . % index
10 . Area of bare ground (BGA! . % index
11 . Size of slash and downwood (SSS* . small (1’ middle2) large(3)
12 . Area of slash and downwood (SAA" . 9% index
13 . Area of road slope (RSA) . % index
14 . Area of road slope cover (RSC) . % index
C. Dummy variable
1 . Forest road, small road (RRR}) . index {0, 1)
2 . Road in center of photo, i{CRR) . index (0, D
3 . Stem twist (STW) . index (0, 1}
4 . Special trees(STT) . index (0, 1}
5 . Dead branch(DBB) . index (0, 1)
6 . Visual cutting area (VCC) . index (0, 1
7 . Twiner (TTT? . index 0, 1}
8 . Vulnemess(VVV) . index (0, 1
9 . Surrounded with cutting area (SUR) . index {0, 1D
10 . Man-made structures (MSS) . index (0, 1}
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Table 2. Correlation of ratings by field and other
presentation media

Print Slide Field
Print -
Slide .8860 % * -
Fieid L8325 % * (8495 % * -

-. % % _ significant at the 1% level

Table 3. The result of Reliability test for respondents
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Major field Respondent dropped Final
number sample sample

1) Forest Resources, Forest 83 24 59
Products Technology

2) Architectural Eng ., Paintings 66 20 46

3) Agronomy, Environmental Eng_, 153 48 105
Mathematics, Mechanical Design Eng .

4) Business Administration, 91 37 54

German Language and Literature
Total

393 129 264
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Table 4. Results of Anova analysis for scenic beauty ratings

Variation DF SS F Prob
Sex 1 391.924 145.839 0.000
Scene 61 53947.947 329.092 0.000
Residua!l 16120 43320.378 - -

Community type in childhood 2 24.468 4.509 0.011
Scene 61 53947.947 25.983 0.000
Residual 16058 43565.362 - -

Frequency of visit 3 181.258 22.861 0.000
Scene 32 28503.771 337.034 0.000
Residual 8514 22501.532 - -

Major field 3 325.275 42.330 0.000
Scene 32 28503.771 347.750 0.000
Residual 8514 21808.165 - -

Sex 1 380.383 64.793 0.000
Community type in childhood 2 77.549 6.605 0.001
Frequency of visit 3 93.771 5.324 0.001
Major field 3 438.051 24,872 0.000
Residual 16205 95134.814 - -
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No. 1 No. 2 No. 3
A 232 B:178 A-205 B:-203 A:-174 B:-132
C:163 D:214 C:-227 D -205 C:-159 D:-119

No. 4 No. 5
A:-28 B:sp A 34 B:-41
C: 30 D:34 C:-15 D:-52

No. 7 No. 9
A122 B:ii128 A-10 B:r-22 A 141 B -204
C:131 D129 C:-18 D 7 C:-188 D:-155

No. 10 No. 11 No. 12
A -43 B:-109 A 186 B 129 A 1135 B1155
C:-135 D:-130 C:100 D132 C:112 D15

A Forest Resources, Forest Products Technology major C : Natural Science Major

B Architectural Engineering, Paintings major D : Literature or Social Science majro
Fig. 1. SBE scores of forest mear-view scenic beauty for different major groups
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Table 5. Results of regression analysis

Content of variables B SE Beta T Sig T Totl. R? change
A . Model Variables

1. Constant -93.64 36.74 - -2.54 .0139 - -
2. Slash area -2.42 0.47 -0.46 -5.07 .0000 .6196 .5196
3. Bare ground area -4.58 1.08 -0.31 -4.23 .0001 .9419 .6083
4. D.B.H. 4.45 1.00 0.41 4.44 .0000 .6055 .6839
> Number of tree 414 1.81 0.21 227 L0271 .6033 7009
6. Sky area 1.58 0.80 0.14 1.97 .0536 .9256 L7172
7. Small road 37.86 19.31 0.14 1.96 .0555 .9256 7373
B. Not in model (Tolerance)

1. Clear length  : (.4552 3. Area of crown : (.5259

2. Density of g.c. : 0.7320 4. Special trees :(.8412

-. B Regression coefficient Beta : Standardized regression coefficient

-. Dependent variable=SBE, R?=0.7373, N=57, P=0.000(1% level
Tolerancer} = Rivc} EEES ztod —#iAyo s SEMMMEC Us Aoz sty B FHF Zelo
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