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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to grasp the characteristics of user ’s response to perceived
safety and visual preferences for outdoor green spaces by the types of campus layouts.
This research was investigated by color slide ratings and questionnaire survey to the stu-
dents who are majoring in Landscape Architecture in three universities locating at
Taegu area. Two research sites (Kyungbook Univ. & Youngnam Univ.) have similarities
in many ways but have differences in campus land form and design type such as ‘Closed(Kyung-
book Univ.)" and ‘Open(Youngnam Univ.) types.
Major results were summarised as follows;
1. As a result of the slide test, the high degree of visual preference was shown in
the campus that is ‘Closed’ type(Kyungbook University).
However the degree of perceived safety was lower than that of in YoungNam uni-
versity campus( ‘Open’ type).
2. According to the result of the comparative analysis between user 's perceived safety
and visual preferences in each campus, the degree of perceived safety at ‘Closed’ type
was lower than that of ‘Open’ type, but the degree of visual satisfaction was higher
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at ‘Closed type.

3. The factors affecting visual preference in campus were shown as density of wood,
land form, and diverse type of the spaces. On the other hand, the factors affect-
ing perceived safety were ‘enclosed space by wood at the day time, and ‘the con-

dition of lighting' at night.

4. Regarding gender differences in sensation of each space variables, female users
showed higher satisfaction on the scenic beauty.

5. Regression analysis showed that general(total) satisfaction was determined by the
variables such as ‘arrangement’ , ‘familiarity’, ‘cleanness ., and ‘closed feeling ,

in Kyungbook Univ. And in Youngnam Univ., the variables were ‘texture ,

‘perceived

beauty’, ‘cleanness’, and ‘complexity respectively.

6. In Conclusion, campus users wanted the outdoor spaces that have various land form
and somewhat ‘open—closed mixture type(mass & void), which has a good ‘Edge
Effect’ to satisfy both aspects in safety and visual preferences.
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Table 1. Mean and T-test of visual preference in
each campus. :

Campus N Mean T  Prob)|T|
Kyungbook 800 3.86 23.62 0.0001
Youngnam 800 2.83

Table 2. T-test for mean of visual preference in
each space

Campus
SpaoeZ Kyungbook P Youngnam

Mean SD T DF Prob)|T| Mean S.D

3.93 052 14.35 1384 0.0001 243 0.78
3.63 0.67 894 780 0.0001 225 0.71
3.71 0.87 8.40 398.7 0.0001 3.00 0.83
408 1.02 59 780 0.0000 2.85 0.82
3.82 0.8 816 318.0 0.0000 3.02 0.90
6 | 397 085 1534 5459 0.0001 2.78 0.98

D B W DN

% :Space Type : 1:Entrance & Access Road
2:Main Plaza 3:Resting Place
4:Athletic Field 5:Path & Walkway
6:Forest & Green Area
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Table 3. Mean and T-test of perceived safety
in each campus.

Campus N  Mean T Prob) | T |

Kyungbook 800 3.84  30.99 0.0000
Youngnam 800 2.41

Table 4. T-test for mean of perceived safety
in each space.

Campus
Space” | Kyungbook
Mean S.D T

Youngnam
DF Prob)|T| Mean S.D
1 341 087 960 1583 0.0000 218 0.76
2 328 072 1772 7180 0.0000 203 0.73
3 421 08 224 3980 0.0000 239 077
4 28 076 25 7180 00117 245 071
5
6

381 094 1515 3064 0.0001 236 0.77
3.78 1.00 1349 558.0 0.0000 2.60 1.08

% : See Table 2 for the 6 types of spaces.
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Fig. 1 The comparison between perceived safety and aesthetic preference

by the type of the campus design.
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Table 5. Results of user’s perceived responses by
each campus.

Campus
Variable” Kyungbook Youngnam

Mean Std Mean Std

Land 4.58 0.50 2.15 1.10
Den 3.80 0.68 2.28 0.91
Enc 3.58 0.71 1.98 1.03
Att 3.75 0.95 2.25 0.98
Hide 3.70 0.52 3.00 0.93
Danger 3.83 0.75 3.23 0.95
Crime 3.20 0.65 2.70 0.82
Rel 4.35 0.62 4.18 0.93
Sat 3.38  0.77 2.20 0.8
Ideal 3.73 .0.93 4.03 0.62

. Land: Land Form Den: Degree of Wood Density
Enc: Degree of Enclosed Space
Att: Degree of Attractiveness
Hide: Degree of Hidden Space
Danger :Degree of Perceived Danger
Crime: Degree of Occurrence of Crime
Rel:Relation between Safety and Type of Design
Sat: Satisfaction with Type of Campus Design
Ideal: Ideal Type of Campus Design
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Table 6. Factors affecting perceived safety at day-
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Table 8. Factors affecting aesthetic satisfaction

time use. by each campus.
Variables. Kyungbook Youngnam Variables. Kyungbook Youngnam
Mean Rank | Mean Rank Mean Rank | Mean Rank

Enclosed Space by Wood| 4.05 1 4.63 1 Density of Wood 4.25 1 3.73 3
Access of Outsider 3.85 2 3.60 2 Variety of Space 3.90 2 4,13 1
Security 2.88 3 3.23 3 Features of Landform| 3.60 3 3.98 2
Location of Campus | 2.70 4 2.43 4 Cleanness 1.83 4 1.95 4
Lighting 1.43 5 1.05 5 Convenience Facilities | 1.45 5 1.23 5

Table 7. Factors affecting perceived safety at night use.

Variables. Kyungbook Youngnam
Mean Rank | Mean Rank
Lighting 4.70 1 4.80 1
Enclosed Space by Wood | 3.85 2 3.93 2
Security 2.65 3 2.70 3
Access of Outsider | 2.50 4 2.55 4
Location of Campus | 1.28 5 1.28 5
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o 230 e A1¥ (183011, I3t 4%

A4 (2.70)0) 2, A28 (2.18), ®Hr} 2@
8t1(2.20), FAF 1M (2.40), F=81¥(2.53)
Aoz vz Y& B vk, A
A st= @‘dﬂ%f—fmﬂmé o]9} YAAoE
HzE S ey, 53 A5Ugur
o rAA H A YERske

8 F3to 1Ul7<lﬁ}°°ﬂ o] T &, 9
FTARY RS dedtd
X11), 7H'ﬂh+ HAHE(X3), FAZ0]A
H W*ﬁ‘ﬂ AE(X12)Y €22 & Ho|& B
Az, AP (X9H FEA (X10)9] Bfede
E3E zlolg HolA ¥ttt "o ol
& AwAQ WEE FrlME 7 Edstm}
%-&xl 2.552 Jdguigtme 3.78 B} ¥

Variables Mean

Mean Value

Kyungbook  Youngnam

X1. o}8T¢ 23 2.18 2.75
X2, 3] Y= B eet 1.83 3.98
X3. HHF gl 2.70 4.35
X4. 823 Qxz e 3.23 3.80
X5, A2 o] Mgt 2.18 3.30
X6. <oA% Hg 3.43 2.93
X7. ket By g 2.60 3.48
X8. 4 BAE 3.68 2.80
X9. A EA 3.25 3.60
X10. 39 i 3.33 3.30
X11. &&¢# [Zgad iy 2.20 4.08
X12, ZH ¢l L3¢l 2.40 4.13
X13. A4 BYE3 3.38 2.65
X14. F=g ¥ AR 2.53 3.63
X15. w&@g o 2.55 3.78

AE0En * P<0.05

S ** P€0.01

Fig. 2 Assessment of Image In Each Campus.
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Table 9. Candidate regression model for total sat-
isfaction in Kyungbook Univ.

Var B S.E. of B Ng’fel
X10(3 ) 0.2876 0.1154 0.2401
X5(22) 0.4495 0.1204 0.3483
X8(42) -0.2820 0.1053 0.4242
X3(:14) 0.2871 0.1318 0.5000
X2(22) 0.2626 0.1629 0.5355

(Intercept) 0.3980

2) Moz, FEel W WmLE miF "2,

A} o] ZolA 157) FFo o3 zF thAA
g Tolux], H7t AFAE B, Ak i
REES A4sle BHES Avdn, o g
N1& vlwdty] Yote] By RIS (Step-
wise Regression Analysis)& 4Al 8%
ok TAE A, R g kR THE
E(X15)E tBEHnE T, age ¥FES
BEHE 23T AN e 4
H2, W2 (Table 9) 2 (Table 10)3 Zo]
3207 =

AEdgue 4% FEH =74(X10), A
H(X5), BAT(XS), AIH(X3) 2 234
(X2) 5ol A2, o #E2E A3 W
TEZ AYHATL. o] E 5/ HxEe AFA
F([R*)= 0.53552 AAAE] 54%9 7M1t
AEEg 2y}

FH, Jddigtne AddMe Az B
=g X147 280 (X1 2 A (X8) A
HA(X13) € BEFAGXIDY o2 AHEY
2,08 5/ HMFER FAE A2,
AARAATE 0.553002 <F 55%9 A9daS
B2
Z ALY 2dn, AvHQ wEx JF
nAE FLHFER, HAFA BEUEn
BEHR, AI2A =“ARAFE, AT
Foeg A
= g HoF
o) 2 DEE

ot
rE
B
il
9,
it
&
=Y
tilo
ne,

Table 10. Candidate regression model for total sat-
isfaction in Youngnam Univ.

Var B S.E. of B Model

R:
X14(F=8 &) 0.2613 0.1238 0.2353
X132 0.5500 0.1545 0.3716
X8(#%4) 0.2695 0.1123 0.4538
X13(41%) 0.1917 0.1007 0.5064
X11(E33) 0.3160 0.1678 0.5530

(Intercept) -1.2353

4."&C10|= FFES} FIR A FIAEC
B 22 ¥ BEx FE L&

FEgtolz, A3 HA| ol &x9 YA ellA
Az e SHAd € BEv9 A4F Mz
o] A7 HwEXNF A7 (Table 11)3 2
o] VelgTt

S, AZA A g HrHAHE AuE
A, AEdgme A&l 9 HA o] &
2] 7oA 42 3] 3.84, 3.832.2
o3 o]t glom, Jgdlgme ¢ &l
ol= o o3 H7IX|7F 2.412 viwA GAE
Ao 2 Vel wbd | AA| o] 8o Hyl Ay
e 3.252 159 §YAE Hol B g
AAG AoZ & fPYo] Ae Fog Y
sttt ol dgulgtart A A, oF3AY
o ofit ¥ EA AR T3 2L IuRn
AG3A AR = F7ho Hal da, old o
g JA = mE FaFo] AA o] &9 A
of ZH83t7] oz FRE

Table 11. Comparative analysis between slide eval-
uation and actual states tests.

Kyungbook Youngnam
Typeof Test | Slide | Actual State | Slide | Actual State
Mean Mean
Perceived
Safety 384 3.83 2.41* 3.25*
Aesthetic -
Preference 3.86 3.43 2.83 2.93

** Prob) 1T : 0.0001
T:8.06
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