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[Abstract] In the development model of urbanization, the division and
content of urban spaces tend to be functional considerations while neglecting
the needs of human emotion and natural ecology. The fragmentation and
geometrization of urban green spaces have grown gradually and counteractively
to nature. This research sought to understand and analyze whether experts and
the public had the same aesthetic cognition of the formal style and the natural
ecology in the design of urban green spaces. First, from the literature review,
this study defined the four types of landscape ecological aesthetics of urban
green spaces using the landscape ecological aesthetic evaluation matrix. It
then examined the relationships among place attachment, landscape aesthetics,
and preferences for urban green spaces . In addition, this study analyzed how
differences in social and economic backgrounds and personal characteristics
affected place attachment, landscape aesthetic evaluation, and preference. The
results of the study showed that there were no significant differences in the
landscape ecological aesthetic evaluation, preference, and place attachment for
the different types of green spaces. Respondents’ aesthetic evaluation of parks
with low ecology and middle aesthetics was higher than that of parks with
high ecology and high aesthetics, indicating that there were still differences
in cognition between respondents and experts. Place attachment positively
affected the aesthetic evaluation and preference of landscape ecology. Individual
socioeconomic backgrounds and personal characteristics showed some
significant influences on landscape ecological aesthetic evaluation, preference,
and place attachment. The results of this study could be used by the public works
department and landscape designers when considering how to balance natural

ecology and landscape aesthetics in the planning and design of urban spaces.

[ Keywords] Landscape ecological aesthetics, Green space, Place attachment
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sl ST e R £ R E - M H TR B IR AL s - HAE R R
—HEFE LR - BRI EE CE—FRESH T SRR - HeEH %0
FESL R BGE T RS B - B RE iR M A S LB B R A B R TE A EERE ] - 80
EEERRR - M HBRERER S A (2020) 0T 7E#5 SRR AT Al - S5 B A (P B e SROE B 0 BB
T FORMEWE A BT AR RS - HOE R EGE S N BRI D REH AE T 2 A MR EHIFR
REGTHENRT - & RIREr B AR T RSP ACRERA £ B RPEEAS IR R » WalkerEd
Ryan(2008)t15 [FtRy anith 25T 2 HE FEE Ry [F] A2 [l {50 A 2 Al i [l B 5 20
BRI o B B 5 AR IR L2 AR - W 3 Y BR B (R LM 5 4RI U AR
SURHUGIRIF MBS L EERE B IR E - N2 R R EETE -
FF R R B R TT = (2015) B — (@ R AR FE P R At AR Y@ 2 - SRR 2
i W B R v B R 28 Ryt & i - BB R T At & B (R AT I ek & e - (HiT
SHRIMTFERERETER - ik W R ER R R R B AR B RRN - REBUTR
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HIERE BRI AO TR » S5 B A SR URAS (Stedman, 2003) » #0E
2 TR AT E R A E A - R A B
BRIt AT LA IS » TR B F AR A RIS R EL A -

Jaskiewicz (2015){E a5 <M FE 3R (place attachment discovered )< B ¥ & {3 i1 Y 55
I G RCEAHEREE - (R 2 S m R LR E RIS B 5 G 58 AU E - HARER
FREMAYITT A TE 2R - RS IR A2 Ay R AE - Hiffsehs s
N JEELEF L & (Gated communities) (S=19, p = .005) » KT AEL(B=17, p =
036) ~ KIS FFH( S =15, p = .041) RBIZRFEFLFE( 8=19, p = .013)2H A T £
EERYE TN 5 Mt 5 iR AEE( S =17, p = .031) MR R 5 R A [ ERTE ETE
HIERF » BOMFEIE( 8 =20, p = .024)#f58 AA th B &7 e R Bl EH R -

FH_E st AR BRI B A L T e T A RS ERRTEO T Mkt 22 (] 2 B e R B Ay~ 07H
T RIEAER A O SE F R Ak 22 [ A R B LT BRI AR O - H T
i HCHEER I TTREIR] - FH SRR ERE P RTRIET 2 S2 2 A IR I T B A BRI -
TAZRHAF 92 BB B TR T iR BB AR T kst 22 il P S A R B ATHE SR - AL AR
FelEZ 5 Raymond™5 A (2010)5H HARBERGHVIKIT ER (kG 5a80E ~ H5 HHE
Kl @GR ET) o MHERAEAENT e AT E 4 B R AT (5 UL R T B R SR T R
AL - AREER Al SOt AR A AT i SS B A THMIA T~ - AW FE RE
Y45 E

I EARETERE

TEAE N EASH 5 Rt T KK IRATR L - Saegert (1989)F0 R {EZ EIBBHEHE TR
R RS - SR E R BOGEE g F R ARG IR - SREZE A(2019)
HIBT I P BT P e i 20 M ST A Rk BB Rl BN S OB SRR SR - RE(E B At FI T 7Y
ok EE A SRR - SO E A (2013) W e fl BN A KA Bt & S AL A5 i /7 58
AR - FIREAEE 1 AT AT DARE B ST 32 sURURS ORI S AL RER SR 1 ek
TEERL R HIES o BUZZ AN EEIRAN(2012) AR TR BN A ~ il - BEEE
B~ IR IRER RIS 2RE 2 R - BRE R E AQO12)RINHFE BRI AT BZRRY
BEITE - HERERMH AR B - R A (2020) BB FE R8s R 1]
WA TR 23RBS LR ER0R - B AER A E RS - ERTHEEE
BN EBGT - ot R R -

Jorgensen (201 1) F R ERBURFH - ANBL A Z 172 g 8B 2 il 2k EL BS Mk
17 BFE il MR - BE - BEFRR - ARE R EEA B EREF 5
RENEEZRIET G R R R AN F R OB EA ~ itg K
{LRIRERE - T HBAA R - B E R r =B L -



48 P S FHT R36(3)
|

FEEBAIFIRNIZEF » Chen™F A (2016)F2F4H —LE{F% (Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989;
Kearney et al., 2008; Ribe, 2002 * 5[HAChen et al., 2016 ) #85 » [HABIAZE » 208
Ba ~ E - FEADULE ERE RS EERRYEERER ; A - e HMEE (A
Frank et al., 2013; Gruehn & Roth, 2010; Roth, 2012) HIfftHH{E A K14 B2 2 SBE
{ERJ#53% - fiAugenstein (2002 » 5|EFrank et al., 2013 ) HIZ$EE KIS 4 B A FE A ER
HIE B ARE N FEH R IRIEE B E R 2 FF K AR + OzginerfilKendle (2006){¢&T2%
W9 ¢ 1 (Blake, 2001; Lakhan & Lavalle, 2002; Rohde & Kendle, 1994; Roovers et al., 2002)
Heem - ¥ EAGRIRIE K R & R B E &R WA 2B BN E A F - EiEF
s MERT e AR SUEE R EERER - B HE AR TS E R R B
B 5 Zheng®E A (2011)HYSCE HFH[ElEE T A [FIFFE 2 #6558 (Buttel, 1987; Brunson & Reiter,
1996; Lindhagen, 1996; Ma & Bateson, 1999; Silvennoinen et al., 2002; Van den Berg &
Koole, 2006) » JRAERR BAME A HY BRI ICE Sk 5 B HHE B A RIITRR (B A B9 S ires
Ba S B AFRIE (RS ~ ARV G iess it &t HE ) tHEASE - Massoni® A
(2016)7 [iftGobster=$ A (2007) » Van den BergEZKoole (2006) 5 Howley(2012)FHHE &
W R BRI NMEZ REREEEY R EE - T EEXFEE - R - R
B PGREAEE RSN E S AORRE - BT S AMEREEE
B8 - HOr e iomal 1 i M R w2t h iy — 2R BERESEERER
TR - I ERINEE SERENEHRT R ZEEES R - ERRERER
s RN ER RS RN o B e AR B AT RIAS SR AT R - PR
Hrsesh - ZECERRBURERBARE IS - RIFSEBANEFEGREEE LT
s MRS SO HAE - R BOGRE - B HEAIEEIE Bl RIEE
EIEAFEYNSES- T (w3 NE RN il

AR [EIREZE T S E AR T B AR LRI 2 R A1 AT RE 2 AT © Hofmann
FAQ012):8 Ry E R BRI E E R EREGT M B RN REERS - 24 iR R E i
F 1B B B L B B B = RANTA] 5 Zheng® A (2011): Z WFZEH F R o 2 2 EoRE AR R
FEEAHNETRE B AR AT F R 2RI o MRERERSESE - Bk
A Z B RREALER R ITOR R - RIFE R - S BFEEYR
SRR fRAm E R R B o & [T 7t S E R RIS R BRI AR A
fRhr RAFHEREE M R MBRRER N A 2 A R RS2
HHE LRI AR H AR - FHIL A - 3568 T RN RLZ LA SR 3R R (8 AR
B HEEHFEE R TR ORI AR S RHE MR A 22 2 - AlA] i
s H &I Aa e (e 0 22 ] h e S B AR R -l 2 2% -

FH_EAh e al Al N EIAREASE SERTRIT - REESE R rir D& rRe B A £
o NI FE oS ~ £ J e
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2 WREE
— s T RERESRIRE

PRI 9% H OB SRR ] EER A A0 [ 1 2 W FE 28 s i SR 1BEs - B —
FERRET S 5 MR R P28 7 1 i 57U HH B PO o AN o DAL Ry A~ (R RO SR AN B 22 R it 5 4K
MFEYFLE AR D e AR ER ;s e R = AR R e & A R A E =
%ﬁiﬁgﬁiﬁfﬁwﬁaﬁf%@ﬁi%%iaﬁE)ﬁ'Za’éﬁiﬁa%éFﬂiﬁﬁﬁﬁTﬁ By
KA AV —20 T > ELA R ARt 7 {4 s e o 40 e it 2 0 S B A R SRR
Elﬂ?all?,fﬁx%ﬁf? £ VAR SRR EA [F] S B A Re s SS A AL B AT it s B 2
Wi Hiatiss () F60 - HEEE - A 555 BERNE) REA
FrE (PGB @Bkl Btk HEEEEE - (8 AR IR R R E SRR
F) WARERBIARERE  RIFMGIRIT EETEaEE -

SRR ETHE
Aesthetic evaluation of
landscape ecology

BT &k
SRR
Landscape ecological

aesthetic types of urban
green space

TS

place attachment

AR 8/ AR

socioeconomic background/
personal traits

FRARRESE R

Aesthetic Preference of
landscape ecology

fE 1. BFFE A e

Fig. 1 Research framework

H1 = A[RIE#ER T kbt 5= 885 A RE R SRR AU AR 5 IR _E B R 22 5

H2 © ANEIEES T kbt S A R SR A R A RS e A HE E R R AU 2R
H3 : A[RIRER kit 5 8 ARG SR AU E R R RS e fRr E B R B2
H4 © HGRI Er s B A R S5GAHE

HS5 © UG KIS & B R B AR AR L R AT
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HS : AN[EIFYIEAE S B8 N R B e T (I D R A RE =R
— HRFFEFFRLE

AHIT5E22 % Jankevica (2013)F 78 FT (5 FH B S8 A RS SER Tt 7 20 FLde 2 i
SRR EIEE - HARER 2 SE R0 A4 REEH I 588 E Rkt 22 EETTRPAS A 0 - BEAHL-5
Fiho: ViR~ Shies o FHEER RS NI IR FHE R B SA0RE - By AL
JLRMARE ~ WTRANGEERE RN SRR AR S ERRIEETE 5 DUREFAS
FEE RO AV - REUERIANEENE  FAYRERER R - B
PIRHIERA E R - e TRy T VI ZARTE ) IR AR EY) VIR B
2 MAEEEFREYENERENE - "HESHY, MEARVIBAFEESY) (B
i 0 SSRESE) BYHR o HCBFFEHE R VO A AE 2o (Latvian) 3k i Akt 22 ] o3y Y {
A - (HWDAEREEREENRROZER - QRFEAEREENESEEEER ORI
Q) EAEEEEENESN(4) B A S AR SRR EEAREOZEM - B M AR5
R LA SR R 0T A s E A i i el i kb 22 eI T T 5 RFE - LAstHmoE
LTk 22 ] SR R AR SE R A AT 0 48 SIT%E HH DY AN _E S A [R R T
Tt 22 R B P o e R SR A RE A SRR (e BT ~ M7 AR R (8 A A s S ]
TR DFE—F 2 5eotf -

TEFSE T HEIJTH » MUK &SR - AiF9EEi22ERaymond 5 A (2010)ifF 55 H LA
PR S B o i Y BA H (S (Cronbach’s a > . 72)HIS B EAHE T -
AGHEC & AR A PTEE I EH I PME IEREE R NER © 38 T (EAE R a0 {E & E - 18
A B E Y R R 5T - DALikert B R 8 35 518 A R U & i ik it 22 [ 2 &
BIAERBER EFHE R R - 598 » I ERIVE E R ERYREIE » DLUT g IR P 0 i skt
ZEMZFEBRE - et S8 o /R - MR - BEEE - A > 5EY
= HRE - BEKLE - B - HEEEEE - (BRI BRI .

- RAHER

g st o i A i A B Rk - TRIR S TR A Bk E M T E R
EEPHARMKMAER A > HAlahifERE e 495# A Bkt - ERER
FENEFEA o Ry se B AL~ Il ~ AP EAR - nH HETEREIRAEEAER (8
i VPEECER - HEME  WEERAE) TRIEPER EEESRZSE - B
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HER/N - ZE—AEDUT > MBS ERS - NERERA - ZEUNEEE
SHIATER 2 o mEER A E LG 26 - mEE—AER L - BT 2 E R
5 - Ft - A IEER A BB e E - REHEZ A AE VR EE AR 2
ZJankevica (2013780 AT 60 A S8 A4 RE S 6 AL JE R ok 51 Hfkth 22 - BH5ET
26 AEFES 2 REL - HFRIPH - 26(E A B FE#EE N AEBEETER
& A EAEH AR E RN AL AE  (RAERRKEEREE A E - (REREFE

R S R AR R H SR

Table 1 Expert evaluation of landscape and ecological aesthetics

PERT RBEEPERT REERPERT
luation factor Landscape aesthetic evaluation factor Landscap ical t factor
#® A T E n N E & 7 -8 b3 5 =1 N 7 -4 R R
;4 # ® /3 -] B L ] w ] & B & ”! #t ] kul & &
| I 2 % Lid & E4 o ” # L] ) 4 & - i -8
* 2l * -3 * - - - w ] o k 2]
z ® - ES i % Hy ;5] by #F - B
3 a b Hy =8 = 5 & -4 E )i:|
" A z R # " B & # H
i3 & £ ): 4 # ): 4 4y
z )i:) 3 bt
)ii)
N
AEEE orderliness |man-mado | human | particularity | cxotic | Harmomy | Subtotal |sesthetic | biodiversity | L of mative| Wildnoss fwild ani Subtotal |ecological| plant [native plant | Percentage
Park Name quality | feeling species i degres Harmony | speoies emergence. degree | species | species |native plants|
LR 8 7 7 3 2 5 32 | Fm 5 6 4 4 3 2 24 | QD 20 6 30
Xindu Boologioal Park
823 AL 8 8 6 8 2 4 36 | HoD) 5 4 3 2 2 2 18 | f&w) 22 5 22.7
823 Memorial Park
92171 E R A 7 5 5 9 2 6 34 |HFan| S 5 7 6 6 4 33 | B@D| 20 10 50
921 Hepingli Earthquake Park
A 8 7 5 4 3 5 32 [HQn 4 5 2 2 2 2 17 fE@L) 16 3 18.8
Boai Park
RALSE 7 8 7 9 4 5 40 D 7 6 5 7 6 6 37 PO 26 9 34.6
Folk Park
BAEAE 8 8 7 5 5 6 39 [H@Qn 8 5 5 5 4 5 32 M) 31 11 35.5
|Dunhua Park
KSR 5 4 5 3 2 3 22 | &) 6 3 6 4 3 3 25 | $n | 27 12 44.4
|Waterscape Rose Park
BRAE 4 7 4 9 8 2 34 | ) 1 2 1 1 1 1 7 f&(L) 1 0 0
[Extreme Park
HEAE 7 6 5 2 2 4 26 | M) 4 3 5 2 2 2 18 | f&(L) 15 6 40
Koxing Park
E4MAR 8 7 6 6 5 7 39 | M) 5 7 4 5 6 7 34 | QD 18 6 333
Sanfenpu Park
Wit 8 8 3 1 1 7 28 | (M) 3 6 7 3 5 3 27 | QD 6 5 83.3
Oharlotts
= - | 7 7 5 1 1 7 34 | fM) 9 6 2 6 6 6 35 | QD 36 6 16.7
Sanshin Park
XBAE 6 6 5 5 1 5 28 | M) 7 5 6 5 5 5 33 | QD) 29 12 41.4
Wenxin Park
REAR 5 4 4 5 2 6 26 QD) 8 4 3 7 7 7 36 | BOD 32 6 18.8
Fuxing Park
HRERAANE 8 5 6 5 2 7 33 | M) 5 5 4 5 5 6 30 | BHOD 20 6 30
Chaoyang Eavi Park|
HEAE 5 3 4 3 1 5 21 | B 9 3 4 3 3 4 26 | QD 40 10 25
“World Trade Park
=Sy | 8 8 7 1 6 8 4 | B 8 7 7 7 7 7 43 | |®H) 31 15 48.4
hunshe Park
RELE 7 7 6 4 2 6 32 || 6 6 4 5 5 5 31 | han | 24 6 25
Security Park
HOAN 6 5 5 4 3 5 28 [HQD| 6 5 3 4 5 5 28 | B@n| 28 6 21.4
Nantun Park
REAE 6 6 6 3 2 6 29 || 6 5 4 5 H 6 31 | Hn | 26 6 23.1
[Dazhi Park
hEAE 6 4 5 5 2 5 21 [HQn 8 5 2 4 5 5 29 B 34 6 17.6
(Chung Cheng Park
RS 7 5 3 2 1 6 24 QD 4 5 4 2 2 2 19 f&(L) 12 4 333
(Civic Square
REAR 5 4 4 2 1 6 22 | &) 6 4 3 5 6 5 29 | BQD | 26 6 23.1
(Changinun Park
BRAE 6 3 3 3 1 6 24 | B 5 5 5 3 4 4 26 | QN 15 6 40
[Huilai Park
HSAHE 4 3 4 8 4 3 26 | ) 8 4 3 4 5 4 28 | QD 30 6 20
Wanshou Park
BRAR 6 6 6 5 3 6 32 | M) 6 7 9 6 6 6 40 | QD 26 15 51.7
Shude Park
B : 6-23=fERENE 5 24-42="RR[E=  43-60=RERLLE; 1§ (L=Low Level) » * (M=Medium Level) - # (H=High Level)
Note: 6-23=low level; 24-42=medium lovel; 43-60<high level
BHAE ¢ B E R R B E R s (Chunshe Park: a green space with high ecological and aesthetic value)
BREAR : BA{SAE SR ERER SR EE A 2R (Koxing Park: Green space with low ecological value and low aesthetic value)
AR - A4 N AR SRR Y A 2R (Boai Park: Green space with low ecological value and medinm aesthetic yalues)

REAE : AR R ER T E AR E A E2ER (Changchun Park: Green space with low aesthetic yalue and medium ecological yalue)
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BHEENEREEETEBHRELE - WEVUEN BEETREN M AT 5
B AR~ s R AR SEHE R Rl < HIEHE - DIARE 04T -

B 2HER
— B AR

HRAEREAEMGIMIEERENLS - FILATIERs I S ET AR -« BEAE
K A EETIR M S E - DUEFhERR 7 NS E A B 60 B S HET 77
#r = EAER ARSI 18017 « BARE R E R M (55%) i T2 216-255%
(22.2%) * EF26-355%(21.1%) 5 36-4575%(20. 0%) LB R K E(46.7%) » BEXE
=% (30.0%) 5 REEE R A LEEI(38.9%) » HAUEBEMEE 125 DL T HY/N%(32.2%) K
CIEE 125 L LB/ N (22.8%) » EEE S uirbﬂiﬁﬁ& I 2E T EE 2 (23.9%) e H
B(20.6%) 5 SF3 H AL E0R200007C LA T (40.6%) » EZE30001~500007T(25.6%)
iﬂﬂ&ut¥%%¢%£§%m%(ﬁ%%gﬁmv%# 280 ZEE—EM]
RNE—RQ27.2%) » HRETNERERAE(24.4%) 5 KESZHEEAENEWST - %
V€2l P/ E@%‘?E%loﬁfiumm 8%) K2 11-2047$#(21.6%)IHF R » T LA B EE
PEAREINE(42.2%) 5 IEEREREEE 7 ZBUFE31 9~ 1/ NR#(48.9%) » HRZ1~2/NEf
QS%@'Q%%%%ﬂ%ﬂ6H%KGS%@ ﬁ%ﬁiﬂ%%mku&%@,u%%—
REAR AN ERT(31.1%) - XM H — AR (27.2%) 5 @K ZHN 2 HRHEIH(90.0%)
(B2H£2) -

=~ R T AT

FHFR3TAT AN - A2 5h B H A [F) S A AR 32 . R R AU AE (B b 5 AR P e B
mEE R - TR RS EERN R E ARG KRR LR A B AR - B
PRI ERE (357) Db > FRoRszafiaa B Bt 5 I A& A AR Y
NEFEELLPER SRR o BB R —H1 © AN FEAE T Rt 5= A R S
RI(ERL TR BB B R R RN IR -

NESR B A G SR N A R A AR SR HE N R R R R4 R A
SPEEEE~T 2 (RIS~ \&E107)) - FonlE FRAAFE A B RBARE
FE E=EA %ﬁiﬁb&%%—iﬁﬂiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ HEtZHAEMmE - =—EAEES
BlA R DR BT AR HERAEEE RERIERKGHE LER6~7772
> & %Eﬁi BRI LR AR - A ZaERE R RAERR T LA
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Table 2 Sample characteristics analysis

LY Varisbles % F#&% # 8 & FAW
ariables Sample Percentage Variables Sample Percentage
1% Gender ¥ Marital status
7 Male 81 45.0 # 4% Unmarried 70 38.9
-+ Female 99 55.0 e 4% & -] ZMarried without children 11 6.1
© ¥R LazI2mT
& 58 32.2
¥ Age Married with children under 12
154 1 Under © gl
8 4.4 41 22.8
15 years old Married with children over 12
16-25%  16-25 years old 40 22.2 B % Occupation
26-35# 26-35 years old 38 21.1 % 1B Employer boss 12 6.7
36-454 36-45 years old 36 20.0 43 4 Manager 9 5.0
46-55 46-55 years old 25 13.9 % ¥4 B Professional skiller 35 19.4
56-65 56-65 years old 15 8.3 # 4 Student 35 19.4
66 2 + Over 66 years old 8 10.0 & 2 % Government 9 5.0
TRER . .
Educational level if  llousekeeping 13 23.9
q 2T v
A Below 18 1.0 % other 37 20.6
elementary school
EXZE)
B¢ Junior school 12 6.7 e )
Average monthly income
% ¢ % High school 54 30.0 20,000~ 2™ Less than 20000 73 40.6
~ % college 84 46.7 20,001~30,000=~ 20001 to 30000 28 15.6
F g #rre o Above graduate 12 6.7 30,001~50, 000~ 30001 to 50000 46 25.6
4 p # b
PEADABAAREE 50, 001~100, 000~ 50001 to 100000 22 12.2

Like natural recreation
% % g Disliked 1 0.6 100,001~ 2+ Over 100000 11 6.1
Lk g L 2F R

# Normal 23 12.8 Average staying time in park

% j Like 117 65.0 30~ ™ under 30 min 29 16.1

224 & g Very liked 39 21.7 314 -1/} @ 3lmin~lhr 88 48.9

N

Ho: oft]en come tZ] the park 1=2:1# 1-2hrs 51 28.3

& % J};rs % Everyday 34 18.9 2-3/] ¥ 2-~3hrs 10 5.6

% 152,3% Every 2, 3 days 30 16.7 3] g2+ over 3hrs 2 1.1

- ¥ PAEFR RS D

& 3 ¥ every week 49 27.2 ;l:n co]:: ,T:O thisﬂlark

%A &% Every two weeks 12 6.7 T8 W Before 7 o’ clock 25 13.9

% i ° Every month 5 2.8 7-98: 7-9 o' clock 11 6.1

% #_pF Irregular 44 24.4 9-122k 9-12 o’ clock 5 2.8
oo YRR

o 1on§] N A park 13-16%  13-16 o clock 19 10.6

104 12 * under 10 min 68 37.8 16-192  16-19 o’ clock 105 58.3

11-204  11-20 min 47 26.1 198285 After 19 o' clock 15 8.3

21-304  21-30min 24 13.3 A ¥ ke 2Fenk & H3; Companion

31-60~ 31-60min 26 14.4 Jp % Come alone 49 27.2

1] @2+ over 1 hr 15 8.3 > R 42 (34 21 ) family (over 3 ) 56 31.1

RUXBTRT SRS 443 Couples 19 10.6

Transportation

A8 Walk 76 42.2 £ .1 3% With children 23 12.8

4rig & Bicycle 5 2.8 2290 % With Friend 18 10.0

1% 2 Motorcycle 45 25.0 2§ k% With classmate & colleague 10 5.6

€2 Automobile 52 98,9 EERREAZBNA4R

Related fields
2 Yes 18 10.0
K No 162 90.0
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Table 3 Analysis of variance in place attachment of different types of landscape ecological

aesthetic parks

B iR e i Tiog  HEL F&EF Scheffe
Place attachment A3l Type Number  Average S.D. Value
I D% 4= F Chunshe Park 60 3.50 0.89
Place identity @ € 2§ Boai ‘Park 60 3.43 0.74  (1.000) -
(% = ) Korxing Park 60 3.59 0.58
W @% #}i’é #] Chunshe Park 60 3.16 1.00
Place dependence @1 € ~ F Boai Park 60 3.17 0.90  (0.610) -
(Ez# = B Korxing Park 60 3.30 0.68
§ ophs (D% A+ 2 F Chunshe Park 60 3.49 0.81
Natural 1ink @1 € ~ F Boai Park 60 3.48 0.69  (0.017) -
(% = B Korxing Park 60 3. 50 0.52
A (D% 4= F Chunshe Park 60 3.06 1. 06
Family Link @1 € = Boai Park 60 3.12 0.83  (0.066) -
(% = B Korxing Park 60 3.11 0.76
2 pnn g ie o DFAL2F Chunshe Park 60 3.12 0.92
" ;ji‘:fﬁn%@ @1 & > ] Boai Park 60 3.17 076 — —
Qe = B Korxing Park 60 3.13 0.73

L1 *P<05 » *¥* P<.01 » ***P<001
FE2 ()R AR AT R B R I WK F 0 2 Welchi® 7 # 20 ¥ {4 v 2 Dunnett’sT 3% 2 47

() is a statistical quantity, indi that the of the test of the variance is violated, and the test is carried out by Welch, and the post-hoc comparison is analyzed by Dunnett's T3 method

4 RSB R RN EEAL S A B LA HE A RO
Table 4 Analysis of variance in landscape ecological aesthetic evaluation of different

landscape ecological aesthetic park types

BEIESE
Landscape ecological
aesthetic evaluation

A Bl TvEk HFHEL  FEF  Scheffe
Type Number Average S.D. Value

O%FA2H (32445 %%) Chunshe Park
(High ecological & high aesthetics)
Q€ >m (M4 i £4) Boai Park
(Low ecological & moderate aesthetics)
Qg F (M4 i %%4) Korxing Park
(Low ecological & Low aesthetics)

60 6. 85 1. 696
PR F 247
Landscape ecological
aesthetic type

60 6.92 1.488 0.338 -

60 6. 68 1.610

L1 D *P<05 *¥* P<01 - ***P<001
20 ()R MR AT R Bk I UEREF o 1 Welchi 7 4 %0 ¥ {500 ) Dunnett’sT 3% A 47

() is a statistical quantity, indicating that the assumption of the homogeneity test of the variance is violated, and the test is carried out by Welch, and the post-hoc comparison is analyzed by Dunnett's T3 method

EABENIME SR EERRSRENFLAE - EHERERN B ARBREEL A ES
BAEANLEE TR T > leed#E Rl eMElny - AL 2R - MEEEZE]
HEFTECZEN B AREGSBERIREK - I > AWTFeREH2 © A RIAE kit 5=
A RRSR SR E S A AR SRV E B R B W 2 BB N -



B 4R R36(3) 55
|

AR B RN EEAL L R RRSR S Fﬁﬂ: + FH LA T BB TG IR
ARG SRR A R BRI (EEE3.6~3. TR ERIEE - R NEER TR
E%Ej‘%‘j’*Tﬁéﬁbﬂﬁj%’ﬂ%mﬁiﬁ%ﬁéﬁz/\a ZREE R ERTEE
HRIFIZE » MR B A TR 2 (BE%H3 - RRIFES ikt 5= B4 R L AU 1E 5=
AREE R R LRSI ER RN R (2RKS)

725 DA SEA REE R N EFEAL SBU/ R RER BRI =R 01T
Table 5 Analysis of variance of landscape ecological aesthetic preferences of different

landscape ecological aesthetic park types

PRLBFEGE
Landscape ecological
aesthetic preference

A B  Timdk H¥L FEF Scheffe
Type Number Average S.D. Value

D%Fi=F (B4 4E%%%) Chunshe Park
(High ecological & high aesthetics)
Q@ €& ~F (M4 E¢ £2%4) Boai Park
(Low ecological & moderate aesthetics)
Q@2 (4 % F) Korxing Park
(Low ecological & Low aesthetics)

60 3.70 0.65

PRALEF FHA
Landscape ecological
aesthetic type

60 3. 67 0.60 0. 049 -

60 3.70 0.77

L1 FP<05 0 *F P<01 » ***¥P<001
20 )RR A7 Rk L LR E F o 2 Welchie i7 46 %0 ¥ {200 02 Dunnett’sT 3% A 45
() s a statistical quantity, indicating that the assumption of the homogeneity test of the variance is violated, and the test is carried out by Welch, and the post-hoc comparison s analyzed by Dunnett's T3 method
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Table 6 Multiple regression analysis of the influence of place attachment on the aesthetic

evaluation of landscape ecology

ARl I e
B i Unstandardized = Coefficients Standardized Coefficients
Place attachment 5 Esy et . WA
Standard error Significance
(% %) (Constnat) 3.428 . 625 5. 487 .000
Bk - 114 238 -.053 - 47T 634
Place identity
B 436 213 237 2. 047 042
Place dependence ’ ’ ’ ’ :
Natural link .721 . 265 . 306 2.725 . 007
Tl 4R
Pamily Link . 242 .195 .134 1.241 . 216
PP % 4 %ﬁ&ﬁ’%@
Friend link . 196 175 .099 1.122 . 263
RT = =183 B RT3 = 160 Fie="7.797 P=. 000
R%=.183 Adjusted R>=.160 F-value=7.797 P=.000

FT W TR 57 B S AR R R R 2 2 TR AT
Table 7 Multiple regression analysis of the influence of place attachment on the aesthetic

preference of landscape ecology

ER it MR S O i
B iR Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients
Place attachment 7 2y =
Standard error Significance
(% #)(Constnat) 2. 180 . 258 8. 456 . 000
o ?:Iu
Place identity .118 .098 .130 1.196 . 233
sk 184 088 238 2. 089 038
Place dependence ) ) ) ) )
Natural 1ink . 319 .109 . 323 2.925 .004
Family Link 077 . 080 . 101 . 955 . 341
JPAsh B R
= il . 144 .072 172 1.995 . 048

Friend link

RT = =214 B RE 2 =192 Fig=9. 491 P=. 000
R=214 Adjusted R>=.192 F-value=9.491  P=.000
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Table 8 Analysis of variance of different personal characteristics in the aesthetic evaluation

of landscape ecology

P 5 A PER fpt How often i3 ¥ Tiofe B F Fig

do you come here Number Average  S.D. F-value Scheffe
D+ = 47k Everyday 34 6.59 1. 67
@*#1£2,3% Every 2, 3 days 30 6. 87 1.57
@% 5 ¥ Every week 49 6.73 L34 5 prx o
@=a %8  Every two weeks 12 7.50 1.38
(®-* #* Every month 5 5. 40 1.34
®#* T/  Irregular 44 7.34 1.54
% i 1 E Transportation # ok R4 Fie Scheffe
Number Average  S.D. F-value
T, DA 8 Walk 76 6. 71 1. 56
LA B F E TR - -
Lafdi;)gi(iogi%cal @ririg#  Bicycle > 8.0 198 g4gppe
. . ®LE Motorcycle 45 6. 33 1.67 ’
aesthetic evaluation 'a. 3™ tomobile 52 7.23 | 1.46
T . & e Lo fREA FiE Scheffe
e Companion Number Average  S.D. F-value
D p % % Come alone 49 6.47 1.70
@2 - 423+ ) family (over 3 ) 56 7.18 1.49
@£ B 'Couplgs 19 6. 26 1.45 3. 488%* -
@D ) 32 With children 23 6. 43 1. 50
) % With Friend 18 6. 78 1.44
G2k EFE With classmate & colleag 10 8.20 1.48

1] 1 *¥P<.05 5 ¥ P<.01 » *¥*P<.001
20 ()s SR A7 REHE PR RBKREF > U Welchie 74 % > ¥ {4 v # 2 Dunnett’sT3:2 4 47

() is a statistical quantity, indicating that the ion of the | ity test of the variance is violated, and the test is carried out by Welch, and the post-hoc comparison is analyzed by Dunnett's T3 method
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ANEEENRIFFEEREE I8 ; P ERRERBERENZEILEHEREA®R
S RAF IS 5 AT A DA/ N R PA_E B2 B B RAT LA BOS RS » FEAGHE T
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P O OR T S BOR R B AR R e - th Al TR S B TR R &
FEHIZE R BE RIS -
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Table 9 Analysis of variance in the aesthetic preferences of landscape ecology for different

individuals’ socioeconomic backgrounds and characteristics

B Tiz  HEE FiE

%" #  Occupation Number = Average S.D. F-value Scheffe

@% 2% B Employer boss 12 3.92 0.51
[@&ksELIES Manager 9 3. 67 0.71
@% Fatire | 35 3.63  0.69
Professional skiller 9 708% -
@% 4 Student 35 3.94 0.73
®E 2% Government 9 4.00 0. 50
® %3 Housekeeping 43 3. 65 0.61
(M s Other 37 3. 41 0. 64

J= »  Average monthly ¥ Tiofe  HEA Fig Scheffe

income (NTD) Number Average  S.D. F-value

20000~ r2F

Less than 20000 73 3.78 0.69

@20001-30000~
20001 to 30000
(330001-50000 ~
30001 to 50000
@50001-100000 ~ 22 3.82 0.50
50001 to 100000

28 3. 36 0. 68

46 3.65 0.67 2. 474% -

®100001 2+ Over 100000 11 3.82 0. 60
TEL P ARBRBRAER i Tiofge REZ Fie Scheffe
Like natural recreation = Number Average  S.D. F-value
T ®1$§K Disliked 1 3.00
Landscape ecological |- Normal 28 348 0.9 oo —
aesthetic preference ©F B Like L7 3.64 0.66
@D2% E g Very liked 39 4.00 0. 65
w0k R B Tk  HEL Fig Scheffe
How long does it take to the park Number = Average  S.D. F-value
D104 2 *  Under 10 min 68 3.65 0.73
@11-204 11-20 min 47 3. 64 0.76
(321-304 21-30min 24 3.63 0.58 (1.23) -
@®31-604 31-60min 26 3.88 0.52
®1- gt Over 1 hr 15 3.80 0.41
iR i #c Tioge REZ Fig Scheffe
Transportation Number Average  S.D. F-value
D4 8 Walk 76 3.62 0. 65
Q@%ris#  Bicycle 5 4.20 0.84 (2.12) -
[©F: 5 Motorcycle 45 3.58 0.78 ’
@iT & Automobile 52 3.83 0.55

31 *¥P<05 0 ** P<0] > ***¥P<001
2 ()F PR AT R Bk TR URKREF > 2 Welchi# (748 = > ¥ {2 ¢ #2 Dunnett’sT 332 A 47

() is a statistical quantity, indicating that the assumption of the homogeneity test of the variance is violated, and the test is carried out by Welch, and the post-hoc comparison is analyzed by Dunnett's T3 method
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Table 10 Analysis of variance in place attachment among respondents of different ages

B A & BFH T REL Fig

Place attachment Age Number = Average S.D. F-value Scheffe
D154 2~ Under 15 8 4.23 0.74
@16-25% 16-25 Y/0. 40 3. 20 0.70
. %26—35;% 26-35 Y/0. 38 3.29 0. 69 159
B 36-45%  36-45 Y/0. 36 3.54 0.70 5. 733%kk
Place identity <o /cTr o 4655 v/0. 25 563 0.73 (4.23>3.20)
®)56-65% 56-65 Y/0. 15 3.48 0.71
(D66 11+ Over 66Y/0. 18 4.10 0.57
D15 2= Under 15 8 4. 20 0.62
@16-25% 16-25 Y/0. 40 2.99 0.78
s (326-35% 26-35 Y/0. 38 2.77 0.77
B , 1>2,3
@36-45%  36-45 Y/0. 36 3. 30 0. 69 7. 016%kk
Place dependence 5146554 4655 V0. 95 541 0.83 (4.20>2.99,2.77)
®)56-65% 56-65 Y/0. 15 3.07 0.96
(D66& 2 v Over 66Y/0. 18 3.87 0.91
D15 = Under 15 8 3.91 0.86
@16-25% 16-25 Y/0. 40 3.29 0.63
- 326-35% 26-35 Y/0. 38 3.35 0.73
Natural link ‘D36-45% 36-45 Y/0. 36 3. 64 0.53 2. 685% -
(546-55%  46-55 Y/0. 25 3. 64 0.64
®)56-65% 56-65 Y/0. 15 3.25 0.81
D66& 2 v Over 66Y/0. 18 3.74 0.62
D15 127 Under 15 8 8. 00 3.63
@16-25% 16-25 Y/0. 40 40. 00 2.71
Ny (326-35% 26-35 Y/0. 38 38. 00 2.95
Panily Link @36-45%  36-45 Y/0. 36 36. 00 3.24 3. 502k —
(546-55%  46-55 Y/0. 25 25. 00 3.41
®56-65% 56-65 Y/0. 15 15. 00 2. 89
D66& 2+ Over 66Y/0. 18 18. 00 3. 44
D15 2~ Under 15 8 3.88 0.88
@16-25% 16-25 Y/0. 40 3.05 0.71
+ pn i e e (26-35  26-35 Y/0. 38 3.07 0.83
" ;fi‘;d“ffnf& @36-45%  36-45 Y/0. 36 2.99 0.75 3. 386%* -
(®46-55%  46-55 Y/0. 25 3. 60 0. 66
®56-65% 56-65 Y/0. 15 2.90 0.97
(D66 12+ Over 66Y/0. 18 3.03 0.74

L1 0 #P<.05 > ** P<.01 > ***P<.001
20 ()a B R AT R PR IR UEREF 0 U Welchie (746 %> F {5 1 #% Dunnett’sT3i% & 47

() is a statistical quantity, indicating that the assumption of the homogeneity test of the variance is violated, and the test is carried out by Welch, and the post-hoc comparison is analyzed by Dunnett's T3 method
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Table 11 Analysis of variance in place attachment of different education levels

B ik T AR BH  Tiog fREL Fig Scheffe
Place attachment Educational level Number = Average  S.D. F-value
@W,J 12 T Below elementary school 18 4.06 0.63
— -
Ho i s s om0 4 18,4
Place identity - £ - - : 4.06>3. 45, 3. 40
ace 1Nt "D % College 84 3.40  0.66 ¢ )
@Eﬂ Z‘ #7124 _F Above graduate school 12 3.26 0.89
@WJ r, F Below elementary school 18 3.79 0.89
29 [J M
B %i—?ﬂ ﬂjuﬁgﬁ iiﬁﬁﬁi éi 3 I; g gg 4. 419%F 14
2} . . .
Place dependence @- % College a4 305 0,83 (3.79>3.05)
HF= ;L‘ ¥ 10 _+ Above graduate school 12 3.05 0.87

FL1 2 *¥P<.05 » ** P<.01 » ***P<.001
20 )R PR AT R B Ek TR LB F > 2 Welchi® 74k = > ¥ {4 v* # Dunnett’ s T3 & 7

() is a statistical quantity, indicating that the assumption of the homogeneity test of the variance is violated, and the test is carried out by Welch, and the post-hoc comparison is analyzed by Dunnett's T3 method

12 N EITSHIR DA G U & 72 B oA

Table 12 Analysis of variance in place attachment of different marital status

B R YR HFRE B ¥ Tiofe R F Fig Scheffe
Place attachment Marital status Number Average S.D. F-value
DA 4  Unmarried 70 2.84 0.95
@ 4| %
Married without children 1 3.00 0.79
R hREE @ 84 13 — 41
. . e a5t EI2E T 3. 834%
Family Link Married with children under 12 58 3.23 0.70 (3.36>2. 84)
(OLE-% 'JJZIZﬁ«' b
Married with children over 12 41 3. 36 0.94

AR N E AR FIAER T ERIR] ~ HOT AR e s RG E B RS E
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ZEE o MGG BB R RN ERAR A BRI R R (2RE14) - [EERAH
2R [ Y A2 B 2 B 2 [ At 5 4R B B B v R AN B AR BN TE IR Y 2 B



P 9h AT R36(3) 61
|

213 DRIMAFIRDUAER TR 2 2 B i

Table 13 Analysis of variance in place attachment of different income status

e A0 Jo r FH  Tiofk BB AL Fie Scheffe
Place attachment Average monthly income(NTD) Number Average  S.D. F-value
020000~ 27 Less than 20000 73 3.03 1. 00
e @20001*30000? 20001 to 30000 28 2.74 0.83 559
Family Link ®30001—50000m{ 30001 to 50000 46 3.22 0.76 3. 678%x (3.8552. 74)
@®50001-100000= 50001 to 100000 22 3.09 0.72
(31000014 +  Over 100000 11 3.85 0.43

Xl : *P<.05 > ** P<.01 - ***P<.001
2 ()AR MR AT RB R TR URREF 0 2 Welchit (7 %0 ¥ {5 v &2 Dunnett’sT3% » 47

() is a statistical quantity, indicating that the assumption of the homogeneity test of the variance is violated, and the test is carried out by Welch, and the post-hoc comparison is analyzed by Dunnett's T3 method
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Table 14 Analysis of variance in place attachment among respondents with different

frequency of visiting parks

o ik % A PERY kgt i Bl | Tiofe  RE L Fie

Place attachment How often come here Number = Average S.D. F-value Scheffe
D* % 38 % Everyday 34 3.93 0.68
= 12,3% Every 2, 3 days 30 3.55 0.82 17
3l ®+# 2 ¥ Every week 49 3.56 0.62
Place identity @W#* A % #  Every two weeks 12 3.46 0.35 3. B73% (3.93>3.28)
(5 B * Every month 5 3.23 0. 65
®* #pF  Irregular 44 3.28 0.74
(D* % $3 % Everyday 34 3.81 0.88
Q@# 1§2,3% Every 2, 3 days 30 3.23 0.72 157
3 iRR @‘: % Every week 49 3.25 0.70 5 076%%k (3.8152.91)
Place dependence @* & % #  Every two weeks 12 3.13 0.88
&+ B * Every month 5 2. 96 0.79
®* =& Irregular 44 2.91 0.85
(D* % #% % Everyday 34 3.50 0.93
@+ 1£2,3% Every 2, 3 days 30 3.07 0.79 157
7\'4 :&éé;— @*: % ¥ Every week 49 3.18 0.81 1 318% (3.5052. 85)
Family Link @* A 2%  Every two weeks 12 3. 36 0.54
(- %" Every month 5 2.60 0.60
®* &  Irregular 44 2.85 0.88

3] @ *¥P<.05 > ** P<.01 » ***P<.001
2 ()R AR AT R PR AR UBERKEF 0 2 Welchie (74 %0 ¥ {5 v #& 2 Dunnett’sT37% 4 47

() is a statistical quantity, indicating that the assumption of the homogeneity test of the variance is violated, and the test is carried out by Welch, and the post-hoc comparison is analyzed by Dunnett's T3 method
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Table 15 Analysis of variance in place attachment among respondents who visit the park by

different vehicles

B2 iR 21 E F#  Tiofe  BEE Fig

Place attachment Transportation Number Average  S.D. F-value Scheffe
DA B Walk 76 3.29 0.96 153
T 4R @42 Bicycle 5 3.47 0.93
X%
Family Link (@%@ Motorcycle 45 2.83 0.88 3.152 (3.29>2.83)

@5 & Automobile 52 3.02 0. 70
3] 1 *P<.05 0 ¥ P<.01 » ¥*¥P<.001
2 ()E MR A7 BB T RBGEF 0 I Welchie 74 %0 % {84 #202 Dunnett’ s T3 4 47

() is a statistical quantity, indicating that the assumption of the homogeneity test of the variance is violated, and the test is carried out by Welch, and the post-hoc comparison is analyzed by Dunnett's T3 method
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Table 16 Analysis of variance in place attachment of respondents who came to the park at

different times

R ok pERY B ¥ Tiofge  HEL Fig Scheffe
Place attachment When do you come to this park Number Average  S.D. F-value
D78k Before 7 o’ clock 25 3.96 0.85
@1-98 7-9 o’ clock 11 3.76 0.75
2k (39-122 9-12 o’ clock 5 3.37 0.46 9 760% -
Place identity @13-162k 13-16 o’ clock 19 3. 38 1.04 ’
®16-192- 16-19 o’ clock 105 3.42 0.64
®198kr2 15 After 19 o clock 15 3.37 0. 64
DTt Before 7 o’ clock 25 3.82 0.99
@7-98k 7-9 o clock 11 3. 44 0.85
PSR (39-128L 9-12 o’ clock 5 2. 60 0.37 3 875k 1>5
Place dependence @)13-162: 13-16 o clock 19 3.17 1.07 ’ (3.82>3.09)
(®16-192L 16-19 o’ clock 105 3.09 0.75
®198L121t5  After 19 o clock 15 3.16 0.90
D7gkrs Before 7 o clock 25 3.82 0.99
@1-98k 7-9 o' clock 11 3.44 0.85
pR4als (39-12gk 9-12 o’ clock ) 2. 60 0.37 (0. 879) -
Natural link @13-16%k 13-16 o’ clock 19 3.17 1.07 ’
(®16-192k 16-19 o’ clock 105 3.09 0.75
®198L1215  After 19 o clock 15 3.16 0.90
D78k re Before 7 o clock 25 3.82 0.99
@1-98 7-9 o’ clock 11 3.44 0.85
A (39-128k 9-12 o’ clock 5 2. 60 0.37 (0. 442) .
Family Link @13-162 13-16 o’ clock 19 3.17 1.07 ’
®16-192- 16-19 o’ clock 105 3.09 0.75
®198k12 15 After 19 o clock 15 3.16 0.90

311 D *P<.05 0 *¥* P<.01 » ***P<.001
20 ()R AR AT R B MR R LB E R > I Welchi® (7% %0 F 1+ # Dunnett’sT37% » {5

() is a statistical quantity, indicating that the assumption of the homogeneity test of the variance is violated, and the test is carried out by Welch, and the post-hoc comparison is analyzed by Dunnett's T3 method
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