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Abstract : This study was to analyze the visual preference of the port landscapes for North port in Busan. Preference related variables
acame from Semantic Differential(SD) method and then were conducted by the factor analysis. Multiple regression was done for the
relationship between the preference and factors. The result found 4 factors, including dynamics, stability, pleasantness and healthiness.

Much importance was placed on dynamics among them. Therefore, building port landscapes and their image attracting viewers should
consider dynamics in terms of port landscape plan and user attraction development for visual quality management.
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Table 1 Visual preference analysis of North Port landscapes

vari | Fact 1|Fact 2|Fact 3|Fact 4
able tems dymamics|stability [ P12527 healt
X1 stagnant/energetic 0.697| -0.089] 0.183| 0.098
X2 | displeased/refreshed 0.531] 0.312] -0.022{ 0.233
X4 stiff/spread 0649 0.391] 0.088] 0.023
X5 | boring/be interesting | 0598] 0.235| 0.278]-0.090
X6 turbid/clear 0504 0.314] 0.043] 0.239
X19 limited/extensive 0651 -0.049{ 0.319] 0.327
X26| diminutive/sublime 0633 -0.037] 0.048] 0.269
X27| monotonous/change 0.667] —-0.216] 0.050] 0.013
X28| unfamiliar/friendly 04341 0.127] 0.376] 0.098
X7 insecure /comfort 0.243] - 0.760| 0.190| 0.036
X9 confused/peaceful -0.092] 0715 0.091] 0.049
X10 dangerous/secure 0.053] - O 759 0.056) 0.174
X14| impatient/be relieved | 0.033| 0546 0.259
X11| chaotic/systematic | —0.125 48| 0.166
X17 closed/open 0.385 f.-.ﬁ 63| 0.113
X18| inconvenient/convenient | 0275 0.230]:0.69%] 0.126
X22| inharmony/harmonize | 0.014] 0.050} 0.700] 0.199
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X16 messy/fresh 0.151] 0.227] 0.232] 0.824
X25 rough/soft 0.165f 0.050] 0.286] 0.804
Eigenvalue 6.044 | 2.297 | 1.541 | 1.312

cum. variance (%) 28731 | 39.718 147.057 {53.306
Cronbach’a 0.822 | 0.737 1 0.732 |1 0.714
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Fig. 1 Resulf of confirmatory factor analysis
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