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Abstract

In this paper, we proposed a method to quantify and classify the components constituting spatial environment
and to simulate the effect of each component to improving spatial environment. For this purpose, we selected
the unique spatial environment of Incheon city as a study site and conducted an impression evaluation
survey of students. The relationship between each component and their impression was analyzed quantitatively
by using the quantification theory II and cluster analysis, which was used to simulate the effect of improving
spatial environment. As a result, we identified the influence of each component on the evaluation of spatial
environment as well as the overall improvement effect of spatial environment.
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Figure 2. Technological image evaluation overview
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Table 2. Impression score and reference category of ranks
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Table 4 Scores, Ranks and Groups of objects and sounds

No. Classification Sample S;s;;iy Im;érczsriion Im;l)%r;azls;ion Group
6 sound Waterwheel sound K-1 15 a
34 object Nearby trees(2) K-1 13 b
31 object Waterwheel K-1 13 ¢
38 object The Main Buddha Hall K-6 13 ¢
39 object Statue of the Maitreya K-6 13 c
40 object Shrine of the Three Sages K-6 13 c
42 object Bell Pavilion K-6 13 c
43 object Statue of the Buddha K-6 13 A c
10 sound Sound of Temple bell K-6 12 b
1 sound Sound of Cascade K-6 12 b
16 object Flowerbeds K-3 12 b
28 object Nearby trees(1) K-2 12 b
32 object Summerhouse K-1 12 b
44 object Pine tree K-6 12 b
30 object Buildings K-1 12 c
7 sound Sound of insect K-1 1 b
23 object Nearby trees(1) K-5 1 b
33 object Canal K-1 1 b
17 object Incheon Bridge K-5 1 ¢
29 object Northeast Asia Trade Tower K-1 1 ¢
41 object Avalokitesvara Hall K-6 1 B c
45 object Agora K-6 11 c
22 object Distant trees K-5 10 b
2 sound Sound of magpie K-5 10 ¢
25 object Shopping street K-2 10 ¢
35 object Store(2) K-4 10 c
24 object Shinsegae department store K-2 9 c
14 object Skyscraper K-3 8 d
37 object Road K-4 7 ¢
8 sound Voice of people K-1 6 d
27 object Passengers K-2 6 C d
4 sound BGM K-2 5 c
9 sound Voice of sales cry(2) K-4 5 d
12 object Stores(1) K-3 5 d
36 object Passersby K-4 5 d
1 sound Voice of sales cry(1) K-3 4 d
13 object Fishing boat K-3 4 d
19 object Sea(2) K-5 4 D d
18 object Buildings K-5 3 d
20 object Harbor K-5 3 d
26 object Cars K-2 2 d
21 object Ships K-5 1 d
5 sound Sound of car engine K-2 -2 . e
3 sound Sound of ship engine K-5 -3 e
15 object Sea(1) K-3 -3 e
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Table 6. Total of impression point and Average of impression point 9} 7] A4S o] &35t 7He| e HrbsHo 23
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Voice of sales cry(2) 5 5 References
12 Stores(1) 5 5
36 Passershy 5 5
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] Voice of sales cry(l) 1 1 gase, Kyoichi, Yuhei Matsubara, and Hideaki Noda. 1998
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19 Sea(?) 4 4 BE4 210192, Proceedings of Coastal Engineering. 45:
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