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A Study on Survey Research Design Quality Indicators for the

Educational Building
- Focused on Teachers, School Personnel and Education Office Supervisor -
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Cho, Kyung-Sik Belyalova Aigerim

Abstract

The purpose of this study is to examine the degree of appropriateness of using design quality indicators for the educational
building, and complements for design quality indicators. For doing this, each items of the Korean educational building design
indicator was validated by teachers, school staff and an education officer.

First, School Personnel and Teachers considered indicators for the classroom designed for general subjects as being valid. However,
in terms of indicators for the outside space, they thought of them as not being valid. In particular, it seemed that school staff
would have a passive attitude toward the open of the school facility for the local society. It is judged that there happens an adverse
effect caused by the open of the school facility for the local society in the educational environment of the school.

Second, Education Office Supervisors thought that eco-friendly indicators, LED lighting, an outer wall, and widows and doors
had a high validity. On the contrary, he viewed the validity of a rainwater retention basin as being low, which was likely because
he rarely had expertise on the construction. When it comes to the indicator of technology capability, ultrahigh-speed information
network was seen as being valid, and the indicator of economic feasibility had high validity on maintenance and durability.

Third, compared to groups of Teachers and School Personnel, the group of education officers presented high validity of
indicators. Validity of indicators might be differently showed because different items on indicators were measured. However, it
is speculated that Education Office Supervisors mostly acknowledged the validity of indicators.

Fourth, a majority of Teachers, School staff, and Education Office Supervisors were favor of the system of the evaluation
accreditation for school facilities since it played a guide role in improving the quality of school. In order to settle the system
of the evaluation accreditation for school facilities, it is most important that institutions in the local society which are publicly
reliable should participate in the phase of designing the system of the evaluation accreditation for school facilities. In sum, overall
respondents agreed with the system of the evaluation accreditation for school facilities but were aware that reliable organizations
in public would need to take part in planning the system of the evaluation accreditation for school facilities from the beginning.
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Keywords : the system of the evaluation accreditation for school facilities, Design quality indicator for the korean educational
buildings, School design, validity, perception survey
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Table 1. Evaluation details of the rating scale
Basic Performance Specific performance criteria

direction criteria pec e
1.1 Natural disaster and fire prevention
design
1.2 Crime prevention through environ-
Safety .
mental design
Safe and 1.3 Barrier free design
comfortable 1.4 Life safety design
learning 2.1 Comfortable indoor environment
environment 2.2 Interior proper illuminance & acoustice
environment
Comfort - - : -
2.3 Aesthetic Exterior and interior
design
2.4 Sanitary living environment
3.1 Learning Space corresponding to
needs
o 3.2 Space for smooth operation of the
Training curriculum
An performance - — -
educational 3.3 Supporting facility for teachers and
function and students
to realize the 3.4 Multipurpose public outdoor space
value 4.1 Considering the characteristics and
learning psychology student design
environment .. 142 Variety of secure flexibility for use
Availability -
4.3 Move a convenient and secure places
to relax
4.4 Efficient space plan
5.1 School facility utilization of comm-—
unity
5.2 Public building fit in with their
. 1 i t
Environ— Publicness enVlron@en :
mentally 5.3 Community connection
friendly 5.4 Suitable separation with resident use
school as space
public 6.1 Energy saving and low—carbon plans
facilities . 6.2 Green construction and material
Green .
o selection
building - - -
6.3 Nature friendly architectural designs
6.4 Sufficient landscaping plan
7.1 Ubiquitous education environment
7.2 Advanced education information
Technology infrastructure
performance |7.3 Proper construction techniques and
technology
FL_lturﬁ 7.4 Future-oriented environmental facility
oriented 31 Pro d_offici
Building . - ?eCt management and efficient
Performance udget
8.2 Considering the extension and
Economics recycling plan

8.3 Economic structure and equipment
plan

8.4 Durability and maintenance plan
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics analysis of teacher
(person: %)
items Teacher
Male 37 (48.1)
Gender Female 40 (51.9)
Total 77 (100.0)
<3 6 (7.8)
3-4 2 (2.6)
exzzgreice 5-9 9 (117)
>10 60 (77.9)
Total 77 (100.0)
Principal/Vice-Principal 4 (52)
Position Grade Head Teacher 30 (39.0)
Teache 43 (55.8)
Total 77 (100.0)
Major city 12 (156)
Location Small and medium city 65 (84.4)
Total 77 (100.0)
<10 9 (11.7)
11-19 11 (14.3)
Class Scale 20-29 30 (39.0)
>30 27 (35.1)
Total 77 (100.0)

Table 3. Demographic characteristics analysis of School Personnel

(person: %)

items School Personnel

Male 53 (62.4)

Gender Female 32 (376)
Total 85 (100.0)

<3 6 (7.1)

3-4 8 (9.4)

eXpVZgreice 5-9 2 (259)
>10 49 (57.6)
Total 85 (100.0)

Grade 5 5 (5.9)

Grade 6 11 (12.9)

Position Grade 7 20 (23.5)
Grade 8 43 (50.6)

Grade 9 6 (7.1
Total 85 (100.0)

Major city 36 (42.4)

Location Small and medium city 49 (57.6)
Total 85 (100.0)

<10 5 (5.9

11-19 9 (10.6)

Class Scale 20-29 26 (30.6)
>30 45 (52.9)
Total 85 (100.0)
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Table 4. Demographic characteristics analysis of Education Office Supervisor
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Table 5. Validity Analysis of Training performance and Availability
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Significance
Probability
0.003:

t value
2.213
—-1.758*
-2.066%

F value
1.670
Beta
0.851

-0.632

-0.670

MS
0.837
0.501

SD
0.303
0.241

1.334

0.773

0.255

51

25

76
0671
-0.424
-0.527

A9

42.691
12.530
55.221

A21
A33

of sums of| Freedom

Partition
squares

items

Training

performance
Auvailability

Table 6. Regression Analysis of Training performance and Availability
Total

Factor
Residual

a: Analysis of Variance
b: Regression Analysis
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Table 7. Validity Analysis of Safety, Comfort and Publicness
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items | M | SD | items | M | SD | items | M | SD Table 8. Regression Analysis of Safety, Comfort and Publicness
Al [318]0941| [A22[381[0567] [A50]268| 0640  a Analysis of Variance
A2 [253]1087| |A23]368|0621] [A51] 2870651 Partition Significance
A3 [3.73]0.793 A24[373]0605| |A52] 218 | 1.082 Factor |of sums of| Freedom | MS | F value | 'p 00 oe
A4 |4.02] 0771 A25355(0.748| | A53] 246 | 1.007 | sduares -
A5 314|099 | [A26[384[0705| |[ABa|242|0ses ~ Regression] S8 | 18 | 0333 | 0672 | 0008
A6 [325| 1164 | [A27[352[0796| [A5| 264 |0ges  Besidual | 52708 | 66 | 049 - -
A7 [348] 0959 | [A2s[302[070] [As6| 268 ] 083 Total | 38706 | 84 - - -
A8 |376] 0972 A29339|0.803| |A57|3.06 | 0.777 b: Regression Analysis
A9 [399]0866| |A30|381]0545| [A58]320] 0986 items B SD_ | Beta | tvalue
Al0[307[0737| [A31]333]082| [A59[242] 0804 Comfort | A30 | 0104 | 0183 | 0163 | 0570
AlL|392| 0862 | |A32[383]0521] [A60]328 ] 081 Publicness | A52 | 0437 | 0172 | 00® | 0752+
a12[367] 08| [am[339]1o01| Lla61| 311 | 0926 Constant 1.807
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Table 10. Regression Analysis of Green building, Technology performance
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