AT RO KOF S IR, 2012, 29(3): 359 - 365
Journal of Zhejiang A & F University

WA EEY SN IENTL
o, TEE, BER, REN

(HTTTAR PR 2 R Pl AR 32 B, WL e 311300)

BWE., AN AFEABEM T URITZRFNAML, EAERNKTFEABAD T UKLz £ s FLF
EAREMN S EHHTIER, LERT, B FHRABR DB FRET)ELRNALR, BIAERR KA EHFN
B B AR HAR L LSRN, ERARFT RS FNE T 090 R F IR £ T T F) % (scenic beauty esti-
mation, SBE)# 734, JFi@id SPSS 17.0 4 #HATHES M, ERAW, A EARFLHFTOF AU Y T
MAFMEREFRM | EE LA ML WA EIFHMEER = 0.538 ~ 0.752, P =0.000 ~0.047 < 0.050), B
A T Yk A MM TN FAAR  EFHLERI TN, BAREASF RN A EF RN S
ABATIEH, E A4 RAMFATH 2 ARSI (P=0237 ~0.920 > 0.050), T AEMMFNEEZRMAES
FhEFER ATHEMNER, SEFTESMBRIOHHFTULITOMN, £ 5518

XKER. BAE, RMNKFEAR, MHFTI, £TEFH 3% (SBE %), HFN

RESES, S731.2; TU9SS.1 XERARERRG: A XERS . 2095-0756(2012)03-0359-07

Quantified estimates of plant landscapes in urban parks

SHAO Feng, NING Hui-juan, BAO Zhi-yi, HOU Wei-wei
(School of Landscape Architecture, Zhejiang A & F University, Lin’an 311300, Zhejiang, China)

Abstract: Plant landscapes in Hangzhou’s Prince Bay Park were quantitatively estimated and researched,
which could be used as a scientific reference for developing plant landscapes in urban parks. On the basis of
investigating current plant landscapes in Hangzhou’s Prince Bay Park, five representative types of plant land-
scapes (waterfronts, compound-layers, garden roads, garden architectures, and colorful leaves) were select-
ed as samples, and photographs of samples were taken as the media for estimates. Forty-nine participators
were selected as estimators. Samples were estimated using the scenic beauty estimation (SBE) method from the
psychological paradigm, and the data were analyzed by SPSS 17.0 software. Using the estimate results, plant
landscapes with a higher scenic beauty score were analyzed. Results showed that for an estimator group, stu-
dents who had received landscape architecture education were favorably correlated to an expert group and a
non-professional student group (R = 0.538 - 0.752, P = 0.000 — 0.047 < 0.050). When estimating the com-
pound-layers plant landscape, ecological principles and aesthetic principles were estimated respectively,
whereas the other four types of plant landscapes were contrary (P = 0.237 — 0.920 > 0.050). Thus, professional
students could be selected as estimators to predict estimates of plant landscapes, and requirement of ecology
and aesthetics must be taken into account on developing plant landscapes in urban parks. [Ch, 5 tab. 18 ref.]
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Table 1 Composition of estimators
44 o5 RPN Eid PN
LR S 3 DA = el AR ) B 9 11 v A U 7
g Aeya kil Y AFHBER E AR Ll K = R IuAE R 23
ELr A A U ARG IR B2 R h 22 S Ll 2k 19
Hit 49

124 A7k R R LT R SO AR S O, B 43 5K Z0AT A i 1 S A S A1 2 40 s, LU
W NRRZE R TP SRR s RPN AT, R A S PR SO0 30 A A A s R G 2 2 AN T
AT T8, BAITmS s 5 AN, PERNBARYE 10 PR B0 25 T AH R 70 8, w24k
ok 2),



529 #4530 HbHEAE ST A BEl A SROUL AL B 361

b

®2 EFEWHKRTEMREN

Table 2 SBE’s estimation principles

A A S SME (43 100 43) 2 J5 ) IME (B3 100 43)
T b 3 AR 20 g — 5714k 20
SRR B 20 P 5 5% 1 20
T 2R 20 B ff 1 20
v 2 20 LB 20
Zra 20 HhE 20

1.2.5 B i SPSS 17.0 44 5 K489 5o A S 5 21 8 37 730 NRE G EIE TR, YT
AR SRR FAFE 2SS, XS AEI T PR AL AR AT 02 AR 98 5 B V1 ik vh i bR o fB A 5K,
37K B 0T AT bR AR AR 0 (E B CRF 2 3EN % SR bR LR 0> Z Y Zi= (R-R)IS;, Z=

Z@WmEW:éﬁ%jﬁﬂ%ﬁ%iﬁﬁm%ﬁﬂﬁ%%ﬁ,&ﬁ%jﬁﬂ%ﬁ%iﬁ%%%ﬁﬂ%

E, RS j VPRI X R — 25000 A S 0 T (L, S D8 PP X T — 2 0L P 1
PRUEZE , Z R i A SOLIAR AL AR B, N OSSR AT O R

2 HERGH

21 AAFAANKFELAEEYSERIENLEROBXESHT

AH G A3 A7 2 38 A AH OC R BOR M B AR B 22 MR R A BRI, AHOC R r 338 T AR i 1) AR Ak 34
M) —20k, — Mo =9, Ir>0.8, FRMBEZAHAKBIULEXLTR; 0.8=1=03, R/-MWEL
ZHBEALM LR I1<0.3, MR RZE ML CRETE, P>0.050 i, FamPFH 4 it —2
W SWVP R ARG, ez, MEABVMHEHE, & X 6 HIFHASR, Gy, Gs, Gy i ilFnm&H
N GPERIEE R, il SPSS 17.0 #/FrT IR 2 PE A4 2 M et A 5 . R 3 B i, dELlk2a4:
5T AR F VBT 5 ZA A 50U T ) ) A G R BE B 8AIK (P = 0.068 ~ 0.862>0.050), UtHI %k ¥y
SR 2 28 AR XS 30l T 2 el A ) s WL o SR AP AR R 25 5 5 3 A 2 0] €8 A ) s 00 32 A7 %) 9 ) 187 S A
(P =0.052 ~0.321>0.050), HUEal 0L, 3 41 AREXH (O AR SR 37 58 22 AR FE HAY 4 XY
W, BREJZIRASCHEY SRS (P = 0.983), dE& 2z AR5 Ll 5 A 21 2 [ A7 34 i AR SC (P = 0.000 ~
0.047<0.050), AIUL, AR L lk 2 AR A0 PP ) R SR g 2 At 2 e A A s MR ), iRk e AR S
FH . AL 2Z A A M (P = 0.000 ~ 0.047 <<0.050) #F5chs, Wik, #5253 FEAMEE 1Ll F
Az AT ) A6 Sy T AR A s WLVTAN B PN B

x3 AREIFHANEWSWIEN L RPBERMES

Table 3 Correlation analysis of different groups’ result of plant landscape estimation

FOWA 4l (Bl 5 72 R P ST 24—l [l 5 5 7 R P
HEIK(B) U—S G=0.136Gs+73.429  0.387 0.068 S—Y G=0.855Gy+4.365  0.689 0.006

U—Y (=0.3506,+58.931  0.698 0.000 HHKNRFE(J) U—S  6=0.035Gs+84.703  0.104 0.724

S—Y G+=1.0736v-11.849  0.752 0.000 U—Y  G=0.1746v+73.965 0.538 0.047
HERZ(F) U—S G=-0.017Gs88.553 0.044 0.862 S—Y  6<=0.564Gv+29.179  0.588 0.027
U—Y G=0.0026v+87.129  0.005 0.983 Y (S) U—S  G=0.1816s+73.214  0.404 0.321
S—Y G+=0.586Gv+29.061  0.554 0.017 U—Y  6=0.3236y+61.626  0.584 0.128
el % (E ) U—S G=0.120Gs+78.688  0.436 0.119 S—Y G=0.866Gy+8.150  0.703 0.052

U—Y G=0.187G\+72.886 0549  0.042
W SHERA, Y WLl rAM, UNIELr A,
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Table 4  Variance analysis of estimators’ result of plant landscape estimation

SR AR S AR HmpE ¥k F P SRR AR S5 A R HE ¥z F P
=K (B) A 22 32288 22.095 0.000|| A A A RN S 2 SR 1 4.889 0.542 0.468
AR N 1 0.170  0.010 0.920|| BHFS/NGEZET) A 13 13.006 8.895 0.000
HRRZE(F) A 17 10.073  3.700 0.004 Az 25 27 0 36 2 U 1 4.166 0.584 0.452
A AE RIS ) 1 27.738  4.899 0.034|| b (S) MK 7 22242 8.131 0.004
el % (E) A 13 17.290 16.394 0.000 A 25 2 0 5 2 0 1 17.431 1.524 0.237
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Table 5 SBE’s values of each plant landscape in Hangzhou Prince Bay Park

MRS SSSEME | MRS ERENME || MAdS SERENE | MAgS  SEREME || MAAS  SEREME

B1 80.73 B17 54.30 F10 66.18 E8 65.58 J10 61.43
B2 86.67 B18 55.78 F11 59.64 E9 64.99 J11 68.26
B3 77.76 B19 69.15 F12 76.87 E10 72.12 J12 65.88
B4 78.95 B20 74.20 F13 78.36 El1 74.20 J13 67.96
B5 84.89 B21 73.01 F14 73.60 E12 56.08 J14 67.96
B6 78.36 B22 63.50 F15 75.38 E13 65.58 S1 79.84
B7 58.16 B23 62.32 F16 73.01 E14 70.34 S2 76.57
B8 84.00 F1 81.03 F17 74.79 J1 80.43 S3 79.54
B9 78.06 F2 67.07 F18 85.19 ]2 75.68 S4 76.87
B10 71.23 F3 76.28 El 69.44 J3 64.99 S5 63.21
B11 76.87 F4 83.40 E2 59.35 J4 76.28 S6 58.75
B12 50.44 K5 77.76 E3 40.34 J5 84.00 S7 78.81
B13 53.11 F6 82.81 E4 57.86 J6 65.58 S8 89.64
B14 71.52 K7 73.01 ES 68.85 J7 55.48

B15 47.47 F8 68.26 E6 65.88 J8 66.47

B16 58.75 F9 70.34 E7 56.67 J9 65.88
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g%, ZRVGTT ) AR, IKAZBRAE g B3P Ak, AN ASCAR e il B O 17 i L et 58 2% s o] F) Sk i RIS, ] AR 21 1
FAMEH, Y RSN & SR G2 —, Ry suln EE2 N 7R EERAM
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