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An Analysis of the Image Factor and Combination of
Xi'an Castle Park in China

Kim, Dong-Chan* - Ma, Yuan**

*College of Art and Design, Kyung Hee University
**Center for Landscape Research in Design Research Institute, Kyung Hee University

ABSTRACT

This research aims to grasp the main factors of the image of Xi’an Ming City Wall Park and the harmony level
with city walls and moat based on citizen’s consciousness to improve the future design, field survey and the POE method
are employed to analyze the image factor and harmony level of the Xi’an Ming City Wall Park. In the literature survey,
the related materials were collected to obtain the most useful information for references, POE study of the Xi’an Ming
City Wall Park were conducted. The instrument for survey is a questionnaire that includes a portion of questions regarding
Xi’an Ming City Wall Park and the design intention of the surroundings of city wall. Data were analyzed using the
Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS17.0 for Windows). Multiple regression analysis, and correlation analysis
were employed along with the use of general descriptive data analysis.

The factor analysis of the image of Xi’an Ming City Wall Park identified three factors, “environment” factor, “convenience”
factor, “cultural aesthetics” factor, and the most important factor is “environment” factor. Among 14 landscape elements,
paving, garden architectures and entrance spaces were identified as important variables which significantly affect the
overall level of harmony with the city wall, and the space for rest; waterscape and paving were identified as important
variables which significantly affect the overall level of harmony with the moat.

Key Words : City Wall Park, Post Occupancy Evaluation, Factor Analysis, Harmony Level, Xi’an Castle Park, China
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AR R es VR oA cultural 25132), friend-
ly(2.5647), historical(29472) 0.2 YERFTtH Table 2).

oSl el 2olil FEARE mAEEEAS AT 7
AL B2 ZA(FAEEe} Ad5Hl 2003)S EYE sk Table 2. Descriptive analysis of images
A3 BE P8AHE FESIGIY s Fal 2o & ;
S U B4, W B BT B4, 2984, 998 " — —
Sol won ,_‘,ﬂ_H s ,Xﬂlﬂ 7\}\};1 o000 ’70J 4o Convenient-inconvenient 2.0000 0.6686
1:1 14?2‘_7;;1 *45 - Mzﬂzﬂ &4; 2000 52 %é— ‘;;r s — s
ol AR AR 08T 5 G HEE AFAE B — —
265lj,—_§ l%E]—‘;}\'ﬂ» Friendly-unkind 2,547 0.88218
' Abundant-monotonous 2.0679 0.79004
Agreeable-gloomy 20491 0.83112
[H. -é‘:"'l- Eﬁl -_Ilél. Approachable-unapproachable 20628 067212
Continuous-inconsecutive 20226 067942
1 }1\—] ﬂ TR @I Eased-restrictive 20628 0.73149
Clean—dirty 20717 0.75287
72 ua Jﬂ'% %% 6] /tllﬂ fg ‘}F 3)\5_%, 63 %A]- 13’%]' % 7]_ ?onﬂortabl&uncorrﬁortable 20000 0.7929
A AFE B4 At T A% Cronbach @ 3He Cultural‘*no cultural 25132 0.83983
08512 LFER} @>07% mjS Algat 2= glome Lk} Convenient-inconvenient 1.8491 0.81641
Average 21724 0.7897
(Table 1)
Table 1. Reliability analysis of images
fmage adjective Scale mean if chle variance if Corrected itepﬁ Cror}bach's alpha if
item deleted item deleted —total correlation item deleted
Convenient-inconvenient 24.3925 29117 0.569 0837
Beautiful-ugly 24.3321 28154 0635 0.831
Historical-modernistic 234453 28543 0.449 0.847
Friendly-unkind 238377 20841 0.383 0851
Abundant-monotonous 24.3245 28265 0645 0831
Agreeable-gloomy 24.3434 28969 0520 0.840
Approachable-unapproachable 24.33% 29.854 0545 0.839
Continuous-inconsecutive 24,3698 29651 0.67 0837
Eased-restrictive 24.33% 20446 045 0838
Clean—dirty 24.3208 29.052 0578 0.836
Comfortable-uncomfortable 24.3925 29141 0530 0839
Cultural-no cultural 238192 2998 0.393 0.849
Good-bad 24.332%5 20281 0454 0832
N of items (N) 13
Alpha 0.851
Standardized items 0.81
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Table 3. Principal factor analysis of the images
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Image Component Communalities
1 2 3

Beautiful Ugly 0976 0078 0.042 0838
Abundant Monotonous 0.965 0.081 0.067 0.961
Clean Dirty 0.940 0.027 0.047 0482
Comfortable Uncomfortable 0922 0.026 —-0.014 0.864
Agreeable Gloomy 0.853 0.048 0.036 0942
Continuous Inconsecutive 0040 0.9 0.0% 0.731
Convenient Inconvenient 0.049 0933 0118 0.858
Approachable Unapproachable 0035 0919 0111 0923
Eased Restrictive 0108 0.333 0.106 0.750
Friendly Unkind —0.051 0.247 0.8% 0.8%
Cultural No Cultural —0.024 0.237 0.833 0.81
Historical Modernistic 0.0 0432 0535 0.83%
Good Bad 0.141 —0.280 0517 0.366

Eigen values 43 37 2.1

% of variance 337 288 168

Cumulative % 337 62.6 795
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Table 4. ANOVA analysis with overall satisfaction
a: Analysis of variance
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F value Sig.
Regression 7.003 3 2.334 11.073 0.000°
Residual 55.020 261 0211
Total 62.023 264
bt Result of multiple regression analysis (#0113
Variable Unstd. Coeff. Std. Error Std Coeff. t-value Sig.
(Constant) 2.333 0.028 100613 0.000
Factor 1(Environment factor) 0.117 0.028 0.240 4123 0.000
Factor 2(Convenience factor) 0.074 0.028 0153 2628 0.009
Factor 3(Cultural esthetic factor) 0.086 0.028 0178 3.061 0.003

Table 5. General descriptive analysis with the city wall

Table 6. General descriptive analysis with the moat

Item Mean SD. Item Mean SD.

Vegetation space 2.37136 1.03721 Vegetation space 35434 0.92881

Land design 3.0792 1.09291 Land design 21472 0.7468
‘Waterscape space 4.3%62 0.89060 Waterscape space 37509 0.85183
‘Walking space 27057 1.16619 Walking space 4.1660 0.8%911

Rest space 27321 0.71768 Rest space 2.9623 1.42969
Square 35057 0.98903 Square 3.0906 0.79731
Entrance space 2.13%6 0.75336 Entrance space 2.3321 097074
Garden architecture 37245 0.87666 Garden architecture 34226 0.83635
Sculpture 41245 0.92706 Sculpture 24192 0.90900
Paving 2947 1.44529 Paving 22317 1.04813

Color 2.23T1 0.72306 Color 2.7887 1.14509
Nightscape 3.8264 1.27923 Nightscape 390U 0.90835
Rockery 36491 1.08076 Rockery 3.3057 1.10824

Other facilities 35962 1.05801 Other facilities 35472 1.04747
Overall 31811 0.72118 Overall 30311 059627
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Table 7. Regression analysis between harmony degree of each space and the overall harmony degree with the moat

a: Analysis of variance

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 34912 14 24% 10576 0.000"
Residual 58949 20 0236
Total 9L 264
bt Results of multiple regression analysis (#=0372)
Variable Unstd. Coeff. Std. Error Std Coeff. tvalue Sig.
(Constant) -12n 0520 —2444 0015
Vegetation space 0.126 0.036 0.197 3550 0.000
Land design 0174 00465 0217 38% 0.000
Waterscape space 0.157 0.037 0.224 4248 0.000
Walking space 0.103 0.038 0.154 27145 0.006
Rest space 0123 0.021 0.29% 5,764 0.000
Square 0111 0.044 0148 2552 0011
Entrance space 0112 0034 0183 3.34 0.001
Garden architecture 0124 00465 0173 2741 0.007
Sculpture 0111 0.036 0.169 309 0.002
Paving 0129 0.03L 0.227 4162 0.000
Color 0.079 0.032 0.151 2481 0.014
Nightscape 0115 0.039 0175 2931 0.004
Rockery —0.016 0.028 —0.031 —0582 0.561
Other facilities —0.310 0.030 —0.0x4 —1.030 0.304
Table 8. Regression analysis between harmony degree of each space and the overall harmony degree with the city wall
a' Analysis of variance
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 38304 14 2736 6.909 0.000"
Residual 99.002 250 0.39%6
Total 137.306 264
b: Results of multiple regression analysis (#=0.279)
Variable Unstd. Coeff. Std. Error Std Coeff. t-value Sig.
(Constant) —0.356 0.523 —0.681 0497
Vegetation space 0.131 0.047 0189 2811 0.005
Land design 0122 0.038 018 3226 0.001
‘Waterscape space 0.023 0.050 0.029 0459 0.647
Walking space 0.073 0.039 0118 1.8% 0.059
Rest space 0.084 0.056 0.083 14% 0.136
Square 0.056 0045 0.076 1229 0.220
Entrance space 0.193 0.065 0.202 2957 0.003
Garden architecture 0173 0.049 0210 3565 0.000
Sculpture 0142 0.050 0183 2842 0.005
Paving 0115 0.030 0.230 3761 0.000
Color 0.140 0.057 0141 2451 0.015
Nightscape 0.098 0.035 0.173 2,771 0.006
Rockery —0.0%6 0.038 —0.034 —1.469 0.143
Other facilities —0.0% 0.042 —0.139 —2.280 0.023
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