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ISM (Interpretive Structural 
Modeling) Fig.1
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Fig.1 Structure of questionnaire 
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1 70 43
Table 1

Table 1 Questionnaire answers with over 70% agreement 
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40 60
2 Table 2

Table 2 Questionnaire answers with split opinions 
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28 24
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Table 3 Table 3

Table 3 Questionnaire answers with split opinions 
(inconvenient, annoying) 
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Fig.2 Opinions towards introduced species of fish 
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Fig.3 Opinions towards feeding of birds 
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5 3

 ±1

Fig.4 Profile of riverside residents (N=53) 

Fig.5 Profile of apartment dwellers (N=35) and house 
dwellers (N=18) 

2

SD

0.732

Wishart

3.029 1.645 1.323
0.870 0.726

1
3

1

4
Newton-Raphson 4

2
p 0.887 RMSEA 

(Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) 0
RMSEA 0.05

0.10
2

RMSEA 0 2
2.67 6

1 0
2

Table 4

Table 5
Table 5 64

3
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Table 4 Factor loading matrix 
1 2 3 4

0.891 0.238 0.052 0.145

0.803 0.086 0.037 0.012

0.176 0.732 0.054 0.015

0.083 0.583 0.435 0.276

0.057 0.544 0.200 0.122

0.255 0.502 0.466 0.220

0.210 0.138 0.902 0.207

0.103 0.035 0.411 0.010

0.079 0.206 0.130 0.966

 17.8  35.1  51.2 63.8

Table 5 Interpretation of common factors of riverside 
residents’ image of Kamo River 

0.891 1

0.803 

17.8

(17.8%)

0.732 

0.583 

0.544 

2

0.502 

17.2

(35.1%)

0.902 3

0.411 

16.1

(51.2%)

4
0.966 

12.6

(63.8%)

Table 5 2

3

3

3 SD

3 87 SD
Fig.6

3

3  ±1

Fig.6 Profile of riverside residents (N=53) and third grade 
high school students (N=87) 

9 4
(RMSEA=0) Table 6

Table 6 Interpretation of common factors of third grade 
high school students’ image of Kamo River 

0.642 

0.519 

1

0.460 

16.3

(16.3%)

0.842 2

0.630 

15.7

(31.9%)

0.689 3

0.634 

13.5

(45.5%)

0.684 4

0.520 

10.2

(55.7%)

Table 5 Table 6 3
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3

3

3

31 SD
Fig.7

 ±1

Fig.7 Profile of riverside residents (N=53) and fishermen 
(N=31)

SD

8

8 3
(RMSEA=0.045)

Table 7
Table 7 2

Table 7 Interpretation of common factors of fishermen’s 
image of Kamo River 

0.945 

0.672 
1

0.530 

22.3

(22.3%)

0.921 

0.604 

2

0.188 

18.5

(40.8%)

0.718 3

0.564 

12.9

(53.7%)
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4
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An Environmental Evaluation of Kamo River Basin from the View Point of Riverside Residents 

Yoshimi HAGIHARA, Kiyoko HAGIHARA , Toshikazu MATSUSHIMA  and Sho SHIBATA

Faculty of Sociology, Bukkyo University 
Graduate School of Engineering, Kyoto University 

Synopsis 
For the purpose of environmental management, we did a survey of riverside residents of Suemaru-cho near 

Kamo River in Kyoto City. Through the use of summary graphs of their opinions we clarified their multifaceted 
attitudes and evaluated the Kamo River ecological environment through likes and dislikes of plants and animals. 
Using factor analysis we extracted and interpreted the factors which formed their perspectives of Kamo River. 
Finally by comparing the riverside residents with other groups we identified their defining characteristics. 

Keywords: GES-system, environmental management, SD technique, factor analysis, feeling-based evaluation 
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