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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to identify detailed factors that affect visitor satisfactions of the plants on display, environments
of pedestrian road and facility of each theme garden by conducting a survey of visitors to Jade Garden. The 400 data including
100 copies per theme garden were used for statistical analysis. The statistical techniques used in the survey analysis include
multi-regression analysis, t-test, and analysis of variance(ANOVA). As a result of the analysis, most of theme gardens tended
to have the greatest impact on the satisfaction of the plants on display and the lowest level of facility satisfaction. According
to detailed factors analysis of the satisfaction of plants on display satisfaction of plant diversity and the method of plant display
were most affected in most of the theme gardens. Among them, promoting the satisfaction of plant diversity is necessary to
plant various species, but in case of Ginkgo Maze Garden, a type of tree community as one tree(Ginkgo biloba), the satisfaction
of plants diversity did not show a rising-up value. Therefore, it was confirmed that the appropriate degree of plants diversity
depends on the theme or environment of the garden. In the case of the pedestrian-road-satisfaction, the width of the pedestrian
road was the most affected, It was analyzed that whether the point of intersection can be easily available during peak season
has a significant impact on the satisfaction of visitors. In the case of facility satisfaction, it was analyzed that the presence
of rest and convenience facilities had the most direct influence on visitors, so the facility diversity had the greatest influence.
Therefore, it is necessary to more systematically categorize and consider the influential detailed factors such as plants diversity
and methods of plant display, width of pedestrian road and facilities diversity for the management and development of the

arboretum.
Key words: Management Efficiency, Multiple Regression Analysis, Private Arboretum, T-test
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Figure 1. A Map of Jade Garden

c¢. Ginkgo Maze Garden d. Rhododendron Garden

Figure 2. The Theme Garden of Jade Garden
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c. Ginkgo Maze Garden d. Rhododendron Garden

Figure 3. The Theme Garden Plan of Jade Garden
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Table 1. A Characteristics of Each Garden

Classification Pedestrian Road Paving Type Site Area Density Facility | Number of
Main Pedestrian Road | Secondary Pedestrian Roads e (Planting Area) | (Species/100m’) | Area(m’) | Facility Type

Leaf Garden 14-1.7m 1.0-12m Natural Granite | 1380(990)m” 939/100m’ 3 3
Border Garden 3m L5m Cutting Granite | 740(280)m” 60/100m” 1 3

Ginkgo Maze Garden 08-1.1m 15m Red Clay 800(550) m’” 2.9/100m’ 01 2
Rhododendron 16-2.0m Wooden Deck | 4270(3550)m? | 3.4/100m” 7 3

Garden
Table 2. A Factors Affecting the Comprehensive Satisfaction of 27} 2L dA} 7S 23 &8 TEsAo] Eof AE |

the Theme Garden

Classification |Independent Variable| B t D Iid F
Plant display
Satisfaction 069 9262 .00
Leaf ) 54,099**
Garden Pedestrian raad | 501 5530 | g0 | 81 | (o)
Satisfaction
Facility Satisfaction | .266 | 4.091 | .000
Plant display -
Satisfaction 599 8809 | .000
Border . | 6LOALF
Garden Pedestrian road | 55 1 o5 | 000 | %0 | (00)
Satisfaction
Facility Satisfaction | .183 | 2.795 | .006
Plant display 1 6617017 | goges ,
Ginkgo Maze Satisfaction 80.618**
Garden Pedestri d 24 (.000)
esan 10ac 1 405 | 5771 | 000** '
Satisfaction
Plant display | 70 1999|000
Satisfaction
Rhododendron ) 126.005**
Garden Pedestrian road |- g 1 7955 | 00 | ™7 | (000)
Satisfaction
Facility Satisfaction | .257 | 4.534 | .000

*p0.05, **p<0.01
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Table 3. A Factors Affecting Each Satisfaction of Leaf Garden

Classification Independent | p 1y | g | R
Variable
Viewing Point of
Plant |Plant Management | 405 |5.154 |.000%* 8707
Display Status 501 ('000)
Satisfaction iversi ’
Plant Diversity - o 5 569 | o0
Satisfaction
Plant Placement . .
Method 251 | 4.231 |.000
. | Paving Satisfaction | .249 | 3.023 |.003**
Leaf Pedestrian 65,508
e Road Satisfaction with 674
Garden Satisfaction [the Width between (.000)
Pedestrian Road | .626 | 8.695 |.000**
and its Surrounding
Plants
Satisfaction with
- the width of 1338 | 6.089 |.000** ”
Fac1hty Pedestrian Road 300 194.109
Satisfaction Cocation Ad ’ (.000)
auon ACSIUECY | 6ag 113 453| 000+
of Facility
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Table 4. A Factors Affecting Each Satisfaction of Border Garden

Independent
Variable
Viewing Point of
Plant Management
Status

Plant Diversity
Satisfaction

Classification B F F

134 {2,026 | 046*

Plant
Display
Satisfaction

49.374%*

403 {5967 | 000** o7 (.000)

Plant Placement
Method

Paving Satisfaction

357 {5333 | 000**

267 | 4.068 |.000**

Satisfaction with
the Width between|
Pedestrian Road
and its
Surrounding Plants

Border

Garden 304

Pedestrian 4.293 |.000"*

Road
Satisfaction

41.109**

21 00)

Satisfaction with
the Width of
Pedestrian Road

Location Adequacy
of Facility

A57 | 6.185 |.000%*

275 | 3.832 |.000%*

114.828**
(.000)

Facility

Satisfaction 703

Satisfaction with
the Degree of
Diverse Facility

642 | 8746 |.000**

*p<0.05, **p<0.01

*p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Table 5. A Factors Affecting Each Satisfaction of Ginkgo Maze Garden

Classification Independent Variable B t D Jid F
Viewing Point of Garden's Theme 221 | 3687 | .000%*
Plant Display Viewing Point of Plant Management Status 174 | 2509 | .014* . 33.448**
Satisfaction Plant Diversity Satisfaction 163 | 2795 | 006 | (.000)
Ginkgo Plant Placement Method 387 | 5921 | 000+
Garden | Pedestrian Road | Satisfaction with the Width between Pedestrian Road and its Surrounding Plants| 266 | 4.092 0007 - 108.327+*
Satisfaction Satisfaction With the Width of Pedestrian Road 576 | 9534 | 0007 | (.000)
Facility Facility Management Status 320 | 5316 | .000%* 1 195.537%*
Satisfaction Satisfaction with the Degree of Diverse Facility 573 | 11858 | .000%* | (.000)

*p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Table 6. A Factors Affecting Each Satisfaction of Rhododendron Garden

Classification Independent Variable B t D Jid F
Viewing Point of garden’s Theme 128 | 2207 030*
Plant Display Viewing Point of Plant Management Status 216 | 3570 | .001%* - 72.715%*
Satisfaction Plant Diversity Satisfaction 413 | 6618 | 000" | (.000)
Plant Placement Method 545 | 7866 | .000%*
Rhododendron |  Pedestrian Paving Satisfaction 345 | 4599 | .000%* i
Garden Road Satisfaction with the Width between Pedestrian Road and its Surrounding Plants| .396 | 5296 | .000** 689 7(:(7)26)
Satisfaction Satisfaction with the Width of Pedestrian Road 522 | 8251 | 000%* ‘
N Adequacy of Facility Location 206 | 3154 | .002%* »
Saii?jiym Facility Management Status 3% | 546 | 000" | 734 8?:%3(5))
Satisfaction with the Degree of Diverse Facility 69 | 10946 | .000**
*p<0.05, **p<0.01
Table 7. A Viewing Point of Plant Diversity (N = 100)
Plant Diversity Satisfaction
- )
Classification Dislzr; o | Dissaisied | Usually |~ Satisfed s;/uesrfie ; v
Very Deficient 0 0 0 0 0
o ) Deficient 0 3 (50.0) 3 (50.0) 0 0 "
Viewing Point of Usually 0 148) | 13619 | 6286 | 1(158) S
Leaf Plant Diversity - (.000)
Varied 0 2 (53) 6 (15.8) 24 (63.2) 6 (15.8)
Very Varied 0 129 4 (114) 14 (40.0) 16 (45.7)
Total 0 7(70) 26 (26.0) 44 (44.0) 23 (23.0)
Very Deficient 0 0 0 0 0
S Deficient 150 | 15 | 200 0 0
Viewing Point of Usually 0 1 (48) | 12 57D | 8 (381) 0 [
Border Plant Diversity - (.000)
Varied 0 1(22) 9 (20.0) 28 (62.2) 7 (156)
Very Varied 0 1(33) 0 10 (333) 19 (63.3)
Total 1(1.0) 4 (40) 23 (233) 46 (46.0) 26 (26.0)
Very Deficient 5 (33.) 7 (46.7) 2 (133) 1(6.7) 0
Viewing Poit of Deficient 261 [ 1390 [ 82 [ 72 [ 30D -
GlInkgo Plant Diversity USUéHy 0 4 (105) 16 (42.1) 17 (44.7) 1(26) (:000)
maze Varied 0 0 2 (182) 9 (66.7) 1 (333)
Very Varied 0 0 0 2 (66.7) 1(333)
Total 7(70) 24 (240) | 28 (230) 36 (36.0) 5 (5.0)
Very Deficient 2 (400 2 (40.0) 1 (20.0) 0 0
S Deficient 166 | 9600 | 422 | 4222 0
. Vg;”r’ll?gmsjr:;;f Usually 0 4(100) | 20 (500) | 15 (375) | 1(25) Hfﬁm
Varied 0 0 3 (13.0) 17 (739) 3 (13.0)
Very Varied 0 0 0 4 (286) 10 (71.4)
Total 3 (30) 15 (15.0) | 28 (28.0) 40 (40.0) 14 (14.0)
*0¢0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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s & ACE motgErH(Table 7. 8).
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(2) BHZAA HE7HAY A Hpo] BE WE=
A W] ARFELS e 77k, TR BE W o
§ WY 504 A=s IR en oAl EESE AAY 2
HE7les SPUrr2ee HRERY B 2
| o]

J;L_l‘
o

£ 42719 Ao w2 wEmge] Ao
£ 39 PEASS 44 57 Waol4 BEwe =
of o|AA =7} ghok AlBol Hol o} BHsHch o] Bt
4, ol 27 A1) HE el ot vz walck @
w2eh N80t oA7 e uet BEE 23 o] of

Table 8. A Number of Plant Species Introduced by Theme Garden

Classification Ng?;ei;()f Planting Area ( Spe?ieerslilltg()mz)

Leaf Garden 237 1380(990) m” 239/100m’

Border Garden 168 740(280) 60/100m’
Ginkgo Maze Garden 16 800(550) 2.9/100n
Rhododendron Garden 121 4270(3550)m’ 34/100n

Yzt A5 AAA F&5Y AT of o] uhet TEE7F 2%
ot £ 4 Q7] gigolck ¥h = tEs) nhEzx e 3
HERE AE7HA]Y 7149 E fEE Ato]9] diA] &
ol BAEG T £ A BF 70% o)}e] H-Edo] @ 4
E79 7H4o) Hafl BE 2 /pheo R SHeH 1 F
At o)o] B oY TEEE IR

AW o7 AEE Thtolo A E T 4= glof itk
+ g4o] ol Ao E Ueston AES A3 A1 =7
A Zirtolof A AT £ Y= 2AARY 71871 S8 &
oIATH 23], wbA HAJAETe] E7tug AIA1H HEo]
SlE 1Y Woll A HEHe] AES BT 4 s =29
T wjAsl= A o]§ WEE Ao matyoletar &
4> ItH(Table 9).

(3) HHRAN A7 9 A2 Wgo] mE BE=
A o] AFFEL e F2 F2 HE WS e

W29 5 HER FAstgor oAl 2 FAA

Table 9. A Viewing Point with the Width between Pedestrian Road and its Surrounding Plants (N = 100)
o Satisfaction with the Width between Pedestrian Road and its Surrounding Plants
Classification — — — — z?
Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Usually Satisfied Very Satisfied
o ) Very Close 0 3 (330) 1 (11.0) 3 (333) 2 (222)
Viewing Point
et between Pedestrian Usually 0 0 15 (36.6) 25 (61.6) 1(24) 34('101(?5)
Road and its Distant 191 0 5 (455) 4 (364) 191 '
Surrounding Plants -
Very Distant 0 1 (33.3) 1 (33.3) 1 (33.3) 0
Total 1(1.0) 7(70) 37 (37.0) 46 (46.0) 9 (9.0)
o ) Very Deficient 0 3 (200 6 (40.0) 1 (6.7) 5 (333)
Viewing Point
between Pedestrian Usually 0 1 (36) 9 (32.1) 14 (50.0) 4 (14.3) 16210
Border Road and it : (.182)
0ad and 1ts Varied 0 1 (20.0) 2 (40.0) 2 (40.0) 0
Surrounding Plants -
Very Varied 0 0 0 1 (100.0) 1
Total 0 9 (9.0) 33 (33.0) 44 (44.0) 14 (14.0)
o ) Very Deficient 2 (74) 7 (25.9) 7(259) 6 (222) 5 (185)
Viewing Point —
with the Width Deficient 0 9 (148) 31 (50.8) 16 (26.2) 5 (82)
Glnkeo between Pedestrian Usually 1(83) 183 7 (58.3) 2 (16.7) 183) 1211113())
Maze Read and its Varied 0 0 0 0 0 '
Surrounding plants -
Very Varied 0 0 0 0 0
Total 3 (30) 17 (17.0) 45 (45.0) 24 (24.0) 11 (11.0)
o ) Very Deficient 0 2 (20.0) 2 (20.0) 6 (60.0) 0
Viewing Point
Rhadodend between Pedestrian Usually 0 0 21 (61.8) 10 (294) 3 (838) 2%%)
endron . .
Road and its Varied 0 0 1 (1L 6 (66.7) 2 (22)
Surrounding Plants -
Very Varied 0 1 (333) 1(333) 1(333) 0
Total 0 7(70) 41 (41.0) 42 (42.0) 10 (10.0)

*pC0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

68 Journal of the Korean Institute of Traditional Landscape Architecture 110



grst (EEEmESEE M3 MUS)

Table 10. A Viewing Point with the Width of Pedestrian Road (N = 100)
Classification _ Satis%acti?nl with the Width of Pedestrifml Road _ 2
Very Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied Usually Satisfied Very Satisfied
Very Narrow 0 3 (100.0) 0 0 0
Viewing Point with Nartow 1 (32) 17 (548) | 9 (290) 1(129) 0 ..
Lot th;if;i?agn bﬁi‘gge” Usually 0 0 %5 (531) | 18 (383) 4 (85) 76("102(?(:*
and Plants Broad 0 0 1 (59 13 (765) 3 (17.6)
Very Broad 0 0 1 (50.0) 0 1 (50.0)
Total 1(10) 20 (20.0) 36 (36.0) 35 (35.0) 8 (8.0)
Very Narrow 1 (50.0) 0 0 1 (50.0) 0
Viewing Point with Narrow 0 2 (154) 7 (538) 2 (154) 2 (154) .
- the Skacing betiveen Usually 0 10 | %6l | 2D 209 | M
and Plants Broad 0 1 (40) 6 (24.0) 13 (52.0) 5 (20.0)
Very Broad 0 0 4 (444) 3 (333) 2 (220)
Total 1(10) 4 (40) 43 (43.0) 41 (41.0) 11 (11.0)
Very Narrow 10 (28.6) 11 (31.4) 9 (25.7) 5 (14.3) 0
Viewing Point with Nartow 3 (57) 16 (302) | 20 (7D | 11 (208) 3 (57) ,
Glnkgo theljzf;?r?fnb;gfn Usually 0 1 (83) 8 (66.7) 2 (167) 1(83) 1?819;
Maze and Plants Broad 0 0 0 0 0
Very Broad 0 0 0 0 0
Total 13 (13.0) 28 (23.0) 37 (37.0) 18 (18.0) 4 (4.0)
Very Narrow 1 (50.0) 0 1 (50.0) 0 0
Viewing Point with Narrow 2 (80) 13 (520) 8 (320) 2 (80) 0 "
S th?j;’;iﬁlfnbﬁg‘;’ge“ Usually 0 1 (16) 34 (540) | 20 (3L7) 8 (127) 74('%05(?0)'
and Plants Broad 0 0 1 (10.0) 5 (50.0) 4 (40.0)
Very Broad 0 0 0 0 0
Total 3 (30) 14 (14.0) 44 (44.0) 27 (27.0) 12 (12.0)

0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01

Table 11. The Mean Width of Pedestrian Road in Each Theme

Garden
Classification
Classification
Main Pedestrian Road |Secondary Pedestrian Roads

Leaf Garden 14-1.7m 1.0-1.2m

Border Garden 3m 1.5m
Ginkgo Maze Garden 0.8-1.1m
Rhododendron Garden 1.6-2.0m

H Plla 25 #FR9| Zo fE HEE 7t Aol ¥
Sttk. wHE7E BE o] 2L 7ML ok S A
$= o 0%k A7lole BEAY GAF SR 2ol
E71RE 797 YA o8 A 2R e w2 &
et A es W 99 YR E APk Sl Helvt
T E2UY BE= ggou HEA BERe] ZU3
27} ] EHAE Y9It Table 10, 11). TR Zo| &
o S A e WxdoAs EUEoR

e =T gy Rvted ST ddM e 2

ol MEEE UE: ol BE7IEd B¢ FRER ]
99 FeAlol ZEE A st glon, 2= e

Aeoe F2 A7t v299 gaRld Aidsitks 94
o] thGith. ol n|E Yok FUFAY Fd Slof 7
A dE et F2 sAY ZYS AT BHo] AT
& 4 Ao Ao R A AHYEE Yo 4
o] wo] 7haet BHE TP LHTOEN 7]
A EEE =Y 4 Yo FARAY 54 u=t AE=
o] 2L o2 7|eAE Aldtele] 2E FASS ¥
4> QItH(Table 10).

fr i e

o

.‘

(4) AEETF BE BEE Ao

AdEtddol digt Had ARFEL e 25 25
gk B ohRE o et e 53 A2 A4S, o]
AEHET FARY BF AdEdddd e HEE 2
o7t FAXLE ettt WA, Hols 59 FAAIE0l &
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=32 (EEEeRPEt
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98 I By
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HAge 949E 22

Y2 S0%o1de] WEdol AdE o
HE oldE Agstglth X*-‘%M
AL E0] AAE He7hE2

2 ZAAYET 2y} =8 A9 Jehyoy 34 9
HINES =Y g2 SHUF=AY Fole W2
2T 2 HYrH(Table 12). o] 7|2 FY ALutaslo] 3
g Aol e FAREY 28E =Y H AEEY =Y
H|Zo] Z7135}1 Qo AuE HWsly ¢k wehd SR

U9 FYHA o) WIE FAL AL ABANIAY

o o

o]n

2
=2

IErE

B %8 TS AT g
3

A%ew AEE

D]-&E 7]- 7]-;(} LPO
Y2 Uehilth(Table 13). AEHA], HHE AHE o
402 fofat zol} g, Ag

EAA| &

Bo4 B|Z LT BE7kEe] ¥ EAHGL BHE UE

Tl HOZlET wx
NHE BEEE

o] Btk HEZMET Uz
2 ZARR Bl A E4E 9

<=, Al

AEY tdo] AriFez FET Zlo] Aoz soEn
(Table 8, 14). gZ7IET} BE7lE9] AL wJAEo 257}

Halele FAAA 9 AAHES 187} 530}3}[1][25]. Table 13. A Comprehensive Regression Analysis through Total
Survey Data
= ) = -
3. A& FHIZHE HEE Classification] Independent Variable | B| ¢ | p | K| F
Plant Display Satisfaction |.635| 19.539 | .000
7]- ZX‘“;Q 2 "1 }\'"‘l" :?-k]—g-—'—-oﬂ EH ?_]_—é—~t—"17 ]’ ‘)r\’%%_ %jiﬂ ?ﬁ:lmzf Pedestrian Road 92| 10926 | 000 | 83 290,857**
9] ZFEL o n|x= 3o g3 EAZFOZ Lo3kA] & Gardlen Satisfaction ’ : ’ : (.000)
ol27] e thEIlAEA @ EAEAE Fsstgleh(Table Facility Satisfaction  |.192| 5998 | 000
12, 13). TPUZT0] e = AE-A | tigt HE= 7t 7} *n(0.05, **p0.01
Table 12. A Viewpoint of the Degree of Diverse Facility (N = 100)
o Satisfaction with the Degree of Diverse Facility
Classification — — — — ?
Very Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied Usually Satisfied | Very Satisfied
Very Deficient 6 (54.5) 3 (273) 2 (182) 0 0
Viewpoint of the Deficient 0 17 (60.7) 10 (35.7) 1 (36) 0 J—
L ea Degree of Diverse Usually 0 1(28) 27 (75.0) 7 (194) (2.8) ('300)
Faclity Varied 0 1 (53) 3(158) | 14 (737) (53) '
Very Varied 0 0 0 1 (16.7) 5 (83.3)
Total 6 (6.0) 22 (22.0) 42 (42.0) 23 (23.0) (7.0)
Very Deficient 2 (66.7) 0 1 (33.0) 0 0
Degree of Diverse Usually 0 5 (139) 23 (63.9) 8 (22.2) 0 ’
Border Facilit : (.000)
aciity Varied 0 0 5 (17.9) 21 (75.0) 2 (71)
Very Varied 0 0 0 1 (20.0) 4 (80.0)
Total 2 (20) 18 (18.0) 41 (41.0) 32 (32.0) 7 (7.0)
Very Deficient 18 (51.4) 9 (25.7) 8 (229) 0 0
Viewpoint of the Deficient 5 (17.2) 12 (414) 11 (37.9) 1 (34) 0 LL6i5
Glnkgo Degree of Diverse Usually 129 13 (37.1) 13 (37.1) 7 (20.0) (29) ( 00%)
Maze Facility Varied 0 0 0 1 (1000) 0 '
Very Varied 0 0 0 0 0
Total 24 (24.0) 34 (34.0) 32 (32.0) 9 (9.0) (1.0)
Very Deficient 1 (16.7) 5 (83.3) 0 0 0
Degree of Diverse Usually 0 3 (6.1) 29 (59.2) 13 (26.5) 4 (82) )
Rhododendron Facilit : (.000)
¥ Varied 0 0 1 (25.0) 3 (75.0) 0
Very Varied 0 0 0 0 1 (100.0)
Total 3 (3.0) 28 (28.0) 44 (44.0) 20 (20.0) 5 (5.0)

*pC0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01
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Table 14. The ANOVA for Comprehensive Regression Analysis

Variable Theme Garden Average Standard Deviation F D Post-Verification
Leaf Garden(a) 3910 853
] Border Garden(b) 3840 787
Plant Display Ginkgo Maze Garden(c) 3500 846 4,933+ 002 ax*
Satisfaction
Rhododendron Garden(d) 3590 1.025
Total 3.710 396
Leaf Garden(a) 3.330 985
_ Border Garden(b) 3560 808 adc**
Pedestrian Road Ginkgo Maze Garden(c) 2880 924 10257+ 000 byc**
Satisfaction s
Rhododendron Garden(d) 3420 944 dc*
Total 3.297 949
Leaf Garden(a) 3.130 991
Border Garden(b) 3.290 913 a)e
Facility Satisfaction Ginkgo Maze Garden(c) 2.450 308 16.206** 000 byc**
Rhododendron Garden(d) 3110 973 ™
Total 2.995 975

*p<0.05, **p<0.01
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