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Summary

Three hundred and ninety five undergraduate students (176 men and 219 women) studying in plant-
related laboratories listed up-to three flowers which they liked and flowers which they disliked. All
respondents described liked flowers, but only 40% of respondents listed 1~3 disliked flowers.

All listed flowers were then evaluated by a majority of the same students (161 men and 190 women)
based on degree of showiness from Tanjun-soboku (simple, plain, humble) to Gouka-hade (gorgeous,
showy) on a scale of 1 to 5 (Tables 2 and 3). Among the liked flowers, those which were evaluated
as gorgeous-showy by over 10% of respondents were sunflower, cherry-blossom, tulip, rose, gerbera
and lily. Baby’s-breath and cosmos were the only ones which were evaluated simple-plain. Among the
disliked flowers listed the rose was the only one evaluated gorgeous-showy by over 5% of respondents,
while the chrysanthemum and lycoris were evaluated simple-plain (Tables 1 and 2).

The number of species were similar on each scale for liked (average 37) and disliked (average 27)
(Table 3) while total number of species listed were greater in the gorgeous-showy category compared to
the simple-plain category for both liked flowers (329 vs.143) and disliked flowers (55 vs. 37).

Among the liked flowers, 39% of respondents listed only gorgeous-showy flowers (5, 4), 19% listed
only simple-plain flowers (2, 1), and the remaining 42% listed both gorgeous - showy ones and simple-
plain ones or only neutral ones (3) (Table 4). Of the disliked flowers, 48% percent of respondents listed
only gorgeous-showy flowers, 28% simple-plain ones and the remainder (23%) listed both gorgeous-
showy flowers and simple-plain flowers (mixed-disliked type) or only neutral ones (Table 4).

Further analysis was conducted to determine any apparent interaction between liked and disliked
groups based on the preferences within each group. The data is being reported based on the type of
disliked flower reported (Table 5). Of the 137 respondents who listed any disliked flowers 51 were in the
group who liked only gorgeous-showy flowers, 60 were in the group who liked a mixture of both showy
and plain flowers or neutral ones, and 26 were in the group who liked only simple-plain flowers. Of the
51 who only liked gorgeous-showy flowers, 45% listed only gorgeous flowers as being disliked, 31%
listed only simple-plain flowers as being disliked and 24% listed a mixture of both or only neutral ones.
For the 60 who liked a mixture of both types of flowers and the 26 who liked only simple-plain flowers
the greatest per cent of the disliked flowers they listed were gorgeous-showy (47% and 58% respectively).

These results suggested that undergraduate students have a preference for gorgeous-showy type flowers
compared to simple-plain among the flowers that they like.
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Table 1. Top eight liked and disliked flowers listed by undergraduate students.

Item Order Flower I\’Il':;;l 5 NI\:TI; 6 vlgir;le ;
1 Sunflower 29(%) 32(%) 26(%)
2 Cherry-blossom 27 35 20
3 Tulip 26 17 34
. 4 Rose 19 19 20
Liked flower 5  Baby's-breath 15 7 21
6 Cosmos 14 13 16
7  Gerbera 13 3 21
8 Lily 10 13 8
1  Rose 7 11 5
2 Chrysanthemum 7 7 6
3 Lycoris 5 3 6
- 4 Garden pansy 3 3 3
Disliked flower 5 Lily ) ) 5
6 Rafflesia 2 3 2
7  Marigold 2 1 3
8 Common cockscomb 2 1 2
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Table 2. Image and value (number of respovdents) of top eight liked and disliked flowers.

Gorgeous » Simple Mean Standard
ftem Flower % 4 3 2 1 deviation
Rose 61 6 1 0 0 49 04
Sunflower 50 33 12 2 6 4.2 1.1
Lily 14 11 4 1 2 4.1 1.1
Liked flower Gerbera 11 15 12 1 (] 39 0.8
Cherry-blossom 31 25 17 13 7 3.6 13
Tulip 4 36 29 13 4 33 0.9
Cosmos 2 8 16 18 9 2.5 1.1
Baby's-breath 1 3 8 18 23 1.9 1.0
Rose 23 4 0 0 0 49 0.4
Lily 3 2 4 1 0 41 13
Rafflesia 4 0 1 0 1 4.0 1.7
Disliked flower Gar(.len pansy 3 2 3 0 0 4.0 0.9
Marigold 1 1 2 1 0 34 1.1
Common cockscomb 1 2 1 0 1 34 1.5
Chrysanthemum 1 7 6 2 7 2.7 1.3
Lycoris 1 3 3 3 3 2.7 1.3
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Table 3. Numbers (%) of liked and disliked flower species (upper) and those of sum of evaluations (lower) by respondents.

. Gorgeous » Si
ftem Taste s 3 2 Sm;ple Numb];zal(%)
Numbers of Liked flower 48 (31) 55 (36) 52 (34) 59 (38) 51(33) 154 (100)
flower species Disliked flower 17 (22) 23 (29) 2127) 22 (28) 24 (31) 78 (100)
Numbers of sum of  Liked flower 239 (25) 226 (23) 195 (20) 166 (17) 143 (15) 969 (100)
evaluations Disliked flower 55 (29) 38 (20) 34(18) 27 (14) 37(19) 191 (100)
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Table 4. Percentage of respondents in each of three groups with respect to flower preference.

Item Groups of taste Total Men Women
Gorgeous-likable group 39 43 36
. Mixed-likable group 42 41 42
Liked flower
Simple-likable group 19 16 22
Total respondents who listed liked flowers (N) 351 160 191
Gorgeous-dislikable group 48 48 49
Mixed-dislikable group 23 27 19
Disliked flower
Simple-dislikable group 28 25 32
Total respondents who listed disliked flowers (N) 137 68 69
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Table 5. What type of flowers were listed as disliked flowers by each groups of liked flower type?

Groups of disliked flower

Total numbers of .. . . Simple-
Groups of liked flower  respondents who Gorgeous-dislikable  Mixed-dislikable dislikable
listed flowers
N % % %
Gorgeous-likable 51 45 24 31
Mixed-likable 60 47 22 32
Simple-likable 26 58 27 15

z =

1. FELEEBOEEOBBREMA-D

— RN X RTE, BV RIEIERMRIIERADT, BAE
NTWEAEPLRERELD S, AIEFIEB LD HHL
DRI X VRS NI TEBELDEELI NS,
4E, @ELZEEIZOVWTHRLE, HTLS ST
BLADITTIRLVY, §RTOAIHFERIEEEEL
o SRIIHLT, B RfERRCR L FAIZ40% TH

o7z, LI, BEOHMEIIEREN. LI Ddh, B
IZAEDEEW R ATV e wbila A, 40% D AHHT6

WO RIEE Do TWAIERRLTEY, FEOHW
BAFVRVEW)RBE—BHIE->TEIh e H»
BRPRLNPLTH .

HERIICHET A (1983), FEig (1989), 47
(1991), sHFA (2002) OB®mBFEICL B L, B2 T, *
y,2), BHAIVY, TAERR, NTF, Fa—1y
7T, R TYRENFEMNIZT V7 ENTWE

KFEE (B1FE) Th, TRLOER, F7%BnT
10% L EORIZZENTERLTEY, ZDEIH—RT
btk &N Tz, EROBEPSEIO X 5 2205w
DEBTIERL, —BHEAEELXNRE LEERTD
LHIlErEZLE, ThoOitsd, BWERBIZET
AMNMOLNTWBEERLZENTEL.

TEDOBHFOBLEEIIOWTE, 47 (1994) 745, B
Wiy 27 5%, KB Fa—Y v 7, BAI VST
EFHEL TS, KAFEETI0% U EomEEIR®R L7
SHEHEIIOWVWTALE, b7 )DL B R LB
DEIEZIZFE LD H 5D, F 27 FIIBHOH, F
2= w7, AAIVY, =TI LEOFPIFE
BNEL, Ihbid, FRFREN, TlFIFOIEE 2
HIENTEL,

BETHFULHEIGENSTAEEBE LT, YO LA
%, Bk, B, FOLREOBEIBERTAZIELEZS
NDH7:0, EOBEPEBLDFADENILLONRE
KOWTREILITHENLETHS Y.

Efr 8 I DIEDREAM % BAEIL L TEBE L kD, 4
A=THNCHET AL (H2K), "NTDIHIRE -2
ELLDOPOLAAIVIDL ) ICHHM - EMzboET
BFELEFTHLILIIEMTE ALY, BEHEEVDIR, TE
WX o TA A= VEHIEDIENE L R R DL THAD.

33

72z, NTDL ) IREHEVFEL L REFEE S
2550 HNUE, F75DLHIA A-VEMEPEL
CiEL28b0bdHs. wFhhlwzid, ILD&0
KEVDLDOHFE, Zhid, 16, EEERICIEKRE
EREORLDLGENLE L, BEBEVEALEEA A -
VLRI E o AR R o TL B 7-20TH 5.

bbb, DEEOF--RECPRTELGE, LA
BAEDLERFE I o 2 5% ENFHEICERT 5 &AL
b, 72k ziE, Fa-0 v 7OHBE, EroBLIN
TWAHDIE, F-H - HO—EBERXGETH- 7275, &
T, BHE, AEME, REOER, SL1IH¥L
i s, BREFELIIBATVAS. RFAETIE, ®
REE - RF, BEEL Vo AN LS VS, BE O RFE
Ao - FA T CEMIZIES2WTRBY, FALRF 2
=)y TEA A=Y LTl L 72BN TR,

/2, "I TOHELEFNOELORIEIREP . K
HASDABBCEDPRLDIEBFLLYALI L /)T
HHIN, BO—D2—2% A A=TT 5P, FhE b
EEPEBAIC L o TV AREEFAA-TJTAMLoT
bIFMERE - TLATHH). LhE (1996) 1F, 1 2
— VR = VEILE DY I TDALA=VIE, 7+—7N
POLILAYE, Oy F4 v 2 TTREVWELTWS
2, WEFRIZL TS, 47504 2=V 0oL M
TEENRTHE

F 713, 19794 ONHKH & (NHK#GRFAEF&E) <
BIFEREOE 1IN THo7. L IAD, SEORAEXT
W, FERLLLTERLAZAGD R, L LAKWE
TBELTNTIIRS2MER>TVA, ZBEIDIIIC
BONLHTICHALAZ LWl -D2A ) H.

Eix, FONHK#HE (19794) T, BEEB L HE
RBEDRBIZONF 7 2 FELEAT NS 2 LR
nTw/, JKig (1989) 12k 5L, ¢%$#§?#7@
TRENFBOOE, F7OHRTLEGDPLHHIC
T%é%@bé#ﬁihétbf%é.&;éﬁ,m&
ERRRELEZRAEICL DL (LA, RFEHR),
Bbichsd, 8L %5, ZERXEFEVETIL LD
OFF 72 BIBHEEL->TWA, T2TH, FEET
AXF7EBHVETAF 7 ORERR, BIEVEHL T
LRI,

mA (1983)

R

BRM2r yEILOHBTHF IO



&, BOOEEFELTVLELTVAL, 4HL
(1992) 12k B &, ZVAEF 7 25 75, £X0 LS
BIZL1Wo THGEENE 1 5.

PED XL, 71, $RTCOERTHEDLALTY
EDIFTIE VA, & IZBEVIATIE, By, 50
BEREL VoA A=A, BCBEbh TV
W, I, ¥70%R, HROR{LZEFERIZE S
AA—TVDECEELEETVWALIERRET A, L7
HoT, FIPFEVEMAIEbNEZVWE S I2T 5121,
IR, HEVREREL oz A—V 2 —FT
LRAVHPRETHA .

MEZICL o TRBENIIFE RTE, BVAIEN, B
BEBHFILL-sTEDLIKFMER TV EhEH D
&, MM OBERTIIIZEALERIZO LN
W (83KL).

Lo L, BRESAKIZOVWTIE, G5, Bhown
THIZDOWTHRE - RF, CRRE - RFELFMT S
FE LB - FA, RRBM - B TAEETHANS
L, BoPIZEIBEOR B (FEIERT).

PED X, i, Be2hT, REZERLPE
ETYyFLRBRLIDRILVWREL, B2 EHEREL
TROBETHAT (191) OFHELIIELY, 4EO
WETIE, HOS2IZRFFADER N A SN,

B2 IE T, B (1983), 4705 (1992) AR L
RN L RIED I B, NT, F7, v yNF,
FAFTEARETH EMICHBoTWED, FYT %
SR LmBBERILRL, FIVFIAERRL-OE
Zdnror B1H).

T, BWRIETIE, HERTELE> TEEMICE
BT LAEEOEEFEP o7z, LIRS, ¥7 %4
THiFaREOL=TY), ¥ 2750450 1BELI R
<, 1~2 A\OEEZEDAD M LFEE, 78HEH P57
M (713%) LEBEMICE P07, FERIELBHVRE
A LA EEHEOBZREALE, 100AHT2D
DOFERIITF X RFES0123F L THRN R AE39TH Y, i
H720) DENEARBULFIIAE29128 L THET2TH
o, INLDI L, HERER, w220tz
b4 ZIEMPA SN LD LT, HORIETIIEE
DIEVEPTIESVIIE L EVWR .

INLORERIE, FELIIHBHEBAL T EY
BWARIEIIEA AL o TR LA EERELTV A,

AW 5 (1992) &, AIMREL, B THYD
KN TEVEFHFEIFNLWEDA A =T ELTWAE
5, P LM IZHWoTnEIEEADE, EDRE X
PEFASEMYD, TEOEVEINTH L, HIFOFD 15H 5
REDHEHELOLONEZ Y (B1K). Larl, L
TRV, 7 7HF0L) 7 UVF— LT A48
WMEHTHNTEY, BAOKRBRIHAREFEVHRT
TR REL TV A,

IhETIE, BEENEV) ATk wvbh, fEiId
BAFPrNLIEHELZLIOTHLEELZONDHETH
o7z, LAL, AFETRENS LI, 40%dOEE
EVENRIEE R LTV AEEITEGREY., Lid,
BEWLIEIIAFNENIE) SRR ENS., RAD
9, BB T 2508420, LrdAE»LD
EAE GO TEOBENE L AT
LR OBIOMRALEIONS.

&AL, BOREORYFIIER DB THER S
N5, LCRERER ETHERT A, AR
TEFETHBEEN) LY BEL IZANITHRCZIEILIS S
EVIHFEBPATRTHSLE. oF 0, BEREZITH
%, D FR T VIR FEIFE ) DITD B A ALY,
Dol LOBHRBORFE LT FEIFEL RV LI
LT ARESLEE RS ).

2. Bk hAFxiafe, BOLEEALTHD

EEDIEDIEIF

FEEBIZBWTE, [HEFHLIPLEDEEL] L
IBENH Y, BT, BLEROMELZHAEHLET
ez 2EIEFTEICZD (BE, 1989) w9 LI,
AN, Z¥# - RF, B - FFoNT 22 ERT
HEBBEFHFOZENTHABNDG.

LoLl, mETI, BECLOELLIATRFRHNME
ML) RD, FBICHRE - RFELDOVPE AT
LB Lo TER SHORAETE, 200K
BEDLIF IV NG D ABERRALNLPE ) D
BLD—D2Tho7-. L) DiL, Masuwo (1990) I,
GAHADEESTT L, ’kF - BRMFABP LN L%
BELTWAEDPLTHA.

LHLEDS, AREOHR (F4RL) »oid, B
KoL, REPEEROEXIFCEMIGEN &% ) 2
YT EDNTEL, BEMSEEONIHER 2 KD
AEDd [3hehT, RFERRL] [RET) YT %
WL 2L imdkpswbhd (48, 1990) 2%,
bLEIRETHIE, SOEHICIHEBEN R APEZ T
WhHEWS T LIRSS .

Kz, R E RN, BRI OV E R
LA, BEEDAL A—JIZL o TREHCVE, &
AECEL RTF - BAMECEICOELTABE (B4R
TF), REECEIPHL 2SN, THIE, FI3IRICH
5L, BORELEOEMTH A I, TEL, H#
ANDEBBETH RFERDIEX TN L THHEANSH L &
ERLTWA,

T, WELR LBV LIER L ZA2EGRTEH 5
DEDH . ARETE, BUWREEEABLZAKCDN
T, FELROR L OEERFE-> TH: (B5E). I
WEIEZER L AL R VO THEMICITVZ RN
A, BERO LS REMIALNS, Thbb, RFELF

34



HADNIE, FAMFADO NN D EFEMENTHY, &
FFADNIE, RETFADOANL Y S RFEFNTHE. F
HMENLILTIEHEN, HLBRE, HENDIZTED
&9 REANFEAMNSERPRON-BEIFETE
£9.

B OE

Y RAR T 5 AT & RR L R R AEE FhEN
ZOLNER &R E T A, EEMFERIEERRLRL 72
B, BRIt E R L DI340% TH - 7.

B&ED10% LAl L2 3F & 2 fEid, A5k
FERELLOTIREST Y, 75, Fa—)v T, N
I, W=7, 29, EEERZLDTIEAAIV T,
JAEATHo7. ThoDH b, BoIZBEOTFA
BEPo720Y 7 7, WHEOENIE, & REDONER
DENLDOhLFa—- T, hAIVY, H—XFT
Hol:.

BIEEHEOm L BT 8L E Tof 28, EM»
SIREEHRAZSDTENT, RV Y-, 2y, STV
7, ?U—T—=) K, ¥4 by, FNEEOLDTIEF
7, eHUNFThol.

EDA X =23, RF - FELKED S BH - FFRE

FTCRIE o TR L AFME 2205, NS0 XH iz

LOXDWZIWHOPHH T T, F720DLIIZKEVD
DETLFSFETHo7,

HE&ZIEE LTl S N2 EIZIRFPREDIEDEFT
SHROMEL D LEL, BRI LT BRENRT-HED
RFEFZEDIENFEAZEROEL Y b Fh o/, DFD
REREDOTEIZ, FENS LEARIZEDN AEAHEAS
-,

72, REEHY, FAMESY, ®RE - FARSOTE
LI A0V TNRD, RELETE) HEH
Ehol. F72, REREE»VIFE NITHRIEE B
VEIENEL, RRREE»VIFOCARRELREE2EY
ETLEENE, oI,

# OB
EXOBRE % VA2V D. Relf 3 (N—V =7 T
BR¥E) &M Burchtt % (¥ F=—THKZ) ICFEH
DEEXELET.

35

51 A EK

LHFELF - KBE L. 1988a. fEE AL Dhhbl.
LR 137 & 57-60.

LFRLF - KIBELHE. 1988b. L AL DR H Y (2).
HAEFF 139 © 80-85.

LFALTF - KEE M. 1989, B AL ODPDH3).
FAETT 142 68-72.

AFELTF. 1990. fE& AD b b@). HETT 146
60-71.

ATILTF. 1991, fEX AD2»b ) iZBET 2T
N

STELF - KIRELHE - AFEM. 1992. BT 57k
JEFIHBE O, BFEMH. 60(4) : 981-987.

AV F. 1994, fEE NE D HhH b Y6). FIEF
163 : 68-74.

ThE B, 199. HERELEFNERBAZEBADIS. {6
FHARER R EX L 10/ ERLEEE | p. 63-64.

WEEE. 1989, ELICET 207, BEBRFEFMHR
439 1 309-318.

Matsuo, E. 1990. Analysis of flower appreciation and its
international comparison contribute to progress of flower
production and international flower trade. HortScience
25(12) © 1468-1470.

NHKHE SR AR, 1979, ARXAOERM -~ NHKE
EEREZAE. (AEBEHRBS, FE). p
90-91.

Solecki, R. S. 1975. Shanidar IV, a neanderthal flower burial
in northern Iraq. Science 190(28) . 880-881.

RIEME. 1989. RAEAEO. SIAXE. (BAHIHE,
H). p. 265-266.

BFHITCAR. 2002. FEENLFABROET Y &L
L - KE. p.91-97. {EHFEEKEH 6. (BRI,
RH).

WA . 1983, TEOMI L EHRICHETLIEE. FIIK
ZHHEZHRHBS T 33 39-60.



