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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was on suggesting what is the image and image
formation factor of interior landscaping plants. For this purpose, the sixty interior
landscaping plants were selected.

Selected plants were classified into 9 groups by similar characteristics of plants,
for example, leaf color and leaf pattern. Data analyses were performed by
semantic differential scale method, mean score and multiple regression algorithm.

The results are as follows,

1. Comparing with image assessment, group 9 got the highest score in all
aspects.

2. Comparing with the image assessment of interior landscaping plants, the
“impressive’” image was obtained the highest score and “bright”, “cool”,
“beautiful” and “fresh” were followed.

3. Multiple regression analysis was performed to clarify influence degree of the
adjectives related to the beauty. The next adjectives were significant check
points on assessing the beauty of interior landscaping plants.
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The multiple regression formula was as follow:
Y = 0.6534+0.3594(impressive)+0.1103(fresh)+0.1433(ornate)
+0.1728(green)-0.0903(crude)+0.0506(soft)+0.1029(1ight)+0.0315(warm)

+0.0314(opened)+0.0223(bright)

Also, Guzmania magnifica was investigated to have the most beautiful image
with the results of preference analysis. Vriesea splendens ,Cordyline terminalis
Kunth ‘Lilliput’ and Peperomia sandersii were identified as considerably preferred

plants.
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Table 2. A image formation factor of interior landscaping plants

Var Mean S.D S F L T D TF H W
X1 3.32 1.51 2.2 11.7 2.7 2.1 7.0 0.3 0.0
X2 3.75 1.56 4.4 9.4 21.8 2.1 5.0 0.1 0.0
X3 3.39 1.56 6.8 6.4 5.1 12.6 11.7 0.7 0.0
X4 4.04 1.50 3.6 9.9 9.0 3.7 7.9 0.2 0.0
X5 3.42 1.55 3.9 7.9 6.7 4.0 12.5 0.2 0.0
X6 3.62 1.58 4.8 5.3 4.8 2.3 18.1 0.2 0.0
X7 3.35 1.47 4.3 11.3 6.8 2.9 12.4 0.3 0.0
X8 4.08 1.61 4.0 11.4 26.7 3.2 8.5 0.2 0.0
X9 4.12 1.50 8.9 5.3 7.7 3.8 14.2 0.2 0.0
X10 3.80 1.63 15.1 5.0 9.3 7.0 13.8 0.8 0.0
X11 3.47 1.46 5.7 3.5 2.1 19.2 0.4 0.0
X12 3.09 1.49 4.7 4.3 1.9 22.1 0.7 0.0
X13 4.01 1.62 2.3 2.2 4.5 28.2 8.8 2.0

L ERLEXED)

X1: weh(bright)-o1Eth(dark), X2: ¥=@t(soft)-AAHrough), X3: A4ttt (opend)-FH 3ttt (closed),
MEsi(fresh) -2 238t (somber). X6: 3218t (ornate)-2 vt}
(simple). X7: AadH(green)-4 218A ¥FvH(gloomy), X8: A7 8 rugged)- 28 tH(smooth), X9: Estth
(crude)- A3 cHdelicate), X10: 7Fth(not heavy)-FHdth(heavy) , X11: ot&"cH(beautiful-otEHA %
tHugly), X12: A& olth(impressive)-A3 Aol @th(not impressive). X13: At (large)-Fot
(small)Clcolor): 9o 4, S(size):¥99 =7, F(form):¥s #¥, L(luster): &9, T(texture): Az,
D(density): 2%, TF(tree form): 58, H(height):$x, W(width): &%

X4: W&l (warm)-AtHcool), X5:

Table 3. The image structure obtained by the

factor analysis
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Table 4. The sort of trees on the basic of a formational definition

Group F %

Gl . Ficus benjamina cv. Star Light,

Ficus lyrata

Dracaena concinna Kunth, Dracaena concinna
G2 Kunth var. ‘Tricolo,
Dracaena fragrans Ker-Gawl

G3 Howeia belmoreana Becc, Phoenox robeleni
O Brien, Rhapis excelsa A.Henry ex Rehd

, Ardisia japonica Bl,
Peperomia obtusifolia L. Pilea nummularif olia Wedd.

G4 Senecio cineraria DC, Adiantum raddianum cv. ‘Fritz-Lueth
ii' . Ophiopogon japonicus Ker-Gawl. ‘KyotoDwarf .
Selaginella kraussiana Kunze

Dracaena reflexa, Lam ‘Variegta'
Cordyline terminalis Kunth var. red edge Hort,
G5 Chlrophytum comosum Baker var. ‘Vittatum’ Hort,

eorege]ia carolinae L.B. Smithcv. ‘Flandria’

, Cyclamen persicum Mill,
Pilea cadierei Gagnep. et Guillaum, Maranta kerchoveana
Hort, Begonia maoniana Irmsccher, Alocasia amazonica
Andre, Alocasia longiloba Miq, Aphelandra squarosa Nees
var. louisae Van Houtte, Fttonia argyoneura E.coem, -
Hypoestes sanguinolenta Hook.

G6

var. erythroeura Bunt,
. Calathea insignis Bull,

G7 -
Haemaria discolor Lindl. var. dawsoniana Rchb. f

Spathiphyllum ‘Clevelandii’, Anthurium scherzerianum
Schott, Tillandsia cyanea Linden ex C. Koth,
G8

Vriesea splendens Lem, Guzmania magnifica,
Aechmea fasciata Baker, Aechmea fasciata Baker var.
varigata. Hort

Hedera helix L. ‘Irish Lace’, Hedera helix L. ‘Cascade’,
Hedera helix L. ‘Glacier’ . Hoya carnosa R.Br.var.

varigata De. Vries, Scindapsus aureus Engl,

Nephrolepis exaltata Schott, Syngonium podo phyllum Schott,
Syngonium podo phyllum

Schott ‘Albo-Virens',

G9
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Fig 1. Comparison with the image assessment
of “soft-rough”
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Fig 2. Comparison with the image assessment
of “rugged-smooth”
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Fig 4. Comparison with the image assessment
of “green-gloomy”
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Table 5. The image formation factor of “beau-

tiful —ugly”

Vao ¢ 8 F L T D TF H W

Gl 22.7 3.4 20.5 54 22 61 388 1.0 -
G2 216 58 240 32 24 1.9 398 1.2 -
G3 10.0 48 362 29 33 1.0 395 24 -
G4 254 57 326 9.3 51 31 188 - -
G5 41.1 41 26.1 3.5 23 2.8 196 0.5 -
G6 48.3 40 263 59 44 12 98 01 -
G7 577 26 212 7.2 1.2 1.2 89 - -
G8 49.2 50 20.3 44 38 08 16.6 .- -
GY9 260 6.0 381 76 42 25 155 - -
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Fig 8. Comparison with the image assessment
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The image formation factor of
“impressive - not impressive’

Table 6.

Var ¢ 8§ F L T D TF H W

Gl 20.0 3.9 22.9 3.9 3.2 4.9 39.8 1.5

G2 19.6 3.9 19.8 4.1 2.7 1.7 45.2 3.1 -
G3 8.1 3.8 354 33 29 1938857 -
G4 21.1 6.7 32.6 8.9 6.8 15221 0.3 -
G5 33.7 2.9 29.6 3.7 29 1.8 248 0.4 -
G6 44.2 4.3 28.0 3.9 4.7 1.3 13.4 0.1 0.1
G7 57.2 29 225 46 34 1.7 75 02 -
G8 45.3 4.3 23.1 3.4 53 16171 - -
G9 21.8 6.3 39.9 5.3 4.7 2.5 19.5

Table 7. The image formation factor of

“ornate - simple”

Vaor ¢ 8§ F L T D TF H W

Gl 27.1 4.8 22,5 6.3 2.7 5.1 30.9 0.7 -
G2 25.1 5.1 22.2 55 55 1.4 337 1.4 -
G3 18.3 6.7 32.7 3.4 24 29 327 1.0 -
G4 269 6.2 29.7 6.7 7.6 2.9 201 - -
G5 47.1 2.8 21.8 4.7 3.0 1.9 186 0.1 -
G6 46.3 4.9 23.8 53 60 1.5 122 - -
G7 68.1 2.1 152 36 26 1.2 71 - -
G8 51.6 3.9 203 47 43 1.8 134 - -
G9 29.0 5.9 33.5 6.4 54 3.0 16.8

2, TR HHI1E(G4-GI) S M 7h

& oWAE #tslE Aoz oA
7VE BAE onAE AGste HIES

b F(G3)E Vel T TR 1§ FdA

I

O = N WA, N

Gl G2 G3 G4 G5 G6 G7 G8 G

Fig 9. Comparison with the image assessment
of “bright — dark”
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Table 8. Result of mutiple regression

Var B SEB Beta T SigT ‘R2
X12 3594 .0102 .3691 35.219 .0000 .5350
X5  .1103 .0123 .1178 8.920 .0000

X6  .1433 .0098 .1557 14.492 .0000

X7 1728 0116 .1756 14.829 0000

X9 -.0903 .0091 -.0936 -9.857 .0000

X2 .0506 .0088 .0544 5.730 .0000

X10  .1029 .0088 .0334 3.370 .0008

X4 0315 .0092 .0327 3.410 .0007

X3 .0314 .0104 .0336 3.009 .0026

X1 .0223 .0106 .0231 2.103 .0355

C  .6534 .0775 8.425 0000
X12 @ Aot} X5 : AbEsit) X6 ¢ sejsitt X7 - A
Hoh X9 @ Fusic}h X2 ¢ =y X10 : 7pgth X4 0 o
it X3 Algsitl X1 9t C: constant

Table 9. ANOVA of Multiple regression

DF  Sumof Squares MeanSquare F
Regression 10 6999.21 699.92  706.85*
Residual 6143 6082.70 99

** . Significant at 1% level
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