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ABSTRACT

A

EYWORD

An attempt has been made to prove the so-called ‘feature accumulation theory’. It is the theory describing that
people tend to feel the same space with more identifiable objects much larger than that with fewer objects. Applying this
theory to our cognition of spatial size, this paper made an experiment. Students were asked that if the lecture room they
are sitting becomes a module (module 1), then how large are the questioned spaces in the campus. The result was
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striking. Through the mental image processing, they answered that the library and the architecture building looks much  Spatial Perception
smaller than they actually are, and more surprisingly the basketball field much more smaller than it really is. This ~ Area Cognition
experiment shows that there is a strong tendency by which people regard the space much larger when there are more

occupiable or behavior-causing elements in the space. In the case of basketball field, since there is nothing that can be
occupied, this open space is seen as a small space for the subjects. This line of cognitive perception can be applied to the
practice of urban planning and architectural planning. With the same size of given space, we can make it feel more rich
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Fig. 1. Reading positions in the living room by adults and children
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Fig. 2. Forty four Rolls Royce parked in a street (Crompton 2005)

76  KIEAE Journal, Vol. 14, No. 5, Oct. 2014

Aol F215 A7) A9-E 5FArh(Crompton 2005) Zo17F 7H 11
Sh=8 MO RFE FL7PMA thefet 27|19 Ao 2 FA445 s
A3t 2717h Aobd = 1 Aol A7 = glold 7474
A7E 7hssiinE 2E EAskIr (1 2)

Oﬂ‘é =01 Hlﬂ EH*J §T7 AT F HAR & ELR0|AL)

o
2
lo
o &
L
2,
DL

aﬂ4ﬁaﬂﬂ%%ﬂ%$a4mw4ﬁ%%i%a%

4

rr
pos
filo
| o
o,
_qlg
38
ul
Tt
4
ki
El
o N
j
Ho
2
_?L
rr
Mo
ral
= 3
1o
Hr
B X ¥ rle

Az A=
dol AEA BAA = Aot ofet g2 4
o] 2710 tigt 219 A E B4 WAE
2o et A E ol BTl SHlTt
A A=
= 4%

Holz] ¢=

lr
]
i)
nﬂ.‘l
Jg
in)
1=}
ol

T

&

o

> o

¥ ofn
o

m_,

rir

SFA}21 Stamps 34| 9} Krishnan2 24
Jot 0AAE der I9 30 22
o] A& Fojd e A7) E A5 11
=8 AAof &S AAg * A @Z‘H st=
o] &5]3lo] WA Ho] ujEsHA Ae|H K Kol
o]
|

)
i1k
ool

riol

wx ©
ool
o
ol
o,
32
ul

O
=

[e]
\g= el

rir

EN
)
oY &

b £
)
T
H-é
£ oo N rlo o2 1o 2% ¢

fn R
3

N
&
n

A skl M= ‘a”* “'01 AA =]} g3t

EEnE 2 4ﬂ%q

910k 2o A et 7| E A7 E v o B Aol
oW Y9I fshA) g 9 B @3l ed Aol Mol Ag 1
Qhol A4, o4, Avt 5] WS FLSHE, B ART 4 UE B
Zo] AT £7F 1S A AW 4 QUeke 2L @79 7}
0.2 Aot ol 2 A 02 FHskaa gk,

Fig. 3. Spaciousness and boundary roughness (Stamps III and
Krishnan, 2006)
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Fig. 4. Part of the questionnaire to show the comparative size of
the lecture room within the building (A, B, C indicate three spaces
to be compared with the lecture room)
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(a) studio room in the architectural design building

(b) basketball field

(c¢) reading room in the central library

Fig. 6. Three spaces to be compared with the classroom
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