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Landscape Aesthetic Evaluation of Tulip Flower Show in Beijing
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(Beijing Key Laboratory of Ornamental Plants Germplasm Innovation & Molecular Breeding
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Abstract: Through the landscape investigation of tulip flower show in Beijing for two terms, different types
of flower show landscape pictures were collected. BIB-LC]J aesthetic evaluation method was used to explore
the public aesthetic tendency of the landscape of the tulip flower show. Significant differences in landscape
aesthetic values were observed among 4 tested groups. The correlation between tested groups with similar
professional background was more significant (with correlation coefficients of 0. 913 and 0. 893, respective-
ly). The test group with professional background of the landscape aesthetic had stronger distinguishing a-
bility. The results indicated that the application of BIB-1.C] method could comprehensively reflect the aes-
thetic evaluation on plant landscape by different groups and the quality of each type of plant landscape. It
could be used to explore favorite flower show mode of the public and to provide some references for future
design of tulip flower show in Beijing.
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Table 1 The frequency matrix and average grade

B ERIEL
(XS [E2UN BT J58/€-4 FH Y MR
1 2 3 4 5
1 A B Al Mol A Bt 66 42 51 47 16 721 252 2.861 1
1 e k&l 25 A 35 25 26 28 30 425 144 2.951 4
1 2] A&l Ml A B 36 46 42 32 18 472 174 2.712 6
1 2] A 2l 2 2 51 16 31 35 17 461 180 2.561 1
25 A Bl AR Ll Atk A B 15 30 44 64 99 958 252 3.801 6
25 HE el bl 2 A 11 16 33 36 48 526 144 3.652 8
25 EE N YN PN 26 21 34 43 50 592 174 3.402 3
25 el bR L ol 2 17 38 52 40 33 574 180 3.188 9




45 6 30

RB Iz 45 U AU AR 4 7 46 8 5 WL 56 5 BE PRAN 263

1.5.2 #s¥(FxEFTAR M BIBLC gy
S RN T I Dy SR A B W SR B R A B
Rl A i PZO Bk 8 m Z H. U
S B 2% S WL S5 R B A B e B A AR N A A KU
R SR, FAR i A 5 D X S G HE B 9 0 A R
NN H 25 90 R FE & A b BIB-LCJ 35 1) 36 5 %

{6, FLIb Z {6 B Sn RAr i 4 B . R, A
WK FE R BB IE(E T=5-MR 15 [ B 45 5
WLSG 2 i ) B2 AR {EL L > T (e BRI B8 7 e 4
(BB R o I A 1 S AN () B2 0 R A 26 A RS
) 28 B A6 e UL SE A i Se R R (3R 2D,

x2 BRULEREEE

Table 2 The preference scales of landscapes
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Table 3 The normality test of different groups’ preference
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Fig. 1 The preference scales of landscapes of different groups
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Fig.2 Landscape pictures of tulip flower show
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