B B AR R G
2013° EARYEIREE S L - By
’:\'“- Bb/ \f}?

RIS+ 8B EI T &2 ]

1§ 4% B (Hsi-Chi Yang)  mtsz % (Cheng-Hung Chen) 3 &2 (Wei-Hsiu Chang )

PEAFFEEREE L P EAFYyEERg L LS & Bl -FLE S
Bl L L
&

1998 & 3 2011 & FF » Bp S & v - £ 547 2,247 % 5 H ¥ 2+ 888
BB b E RERREY > S A0% d 0T ARFSEHEL E RN RFD
FEPAREE o BURFLE DR ¥ THY ) SEEL2TE > ¢ BEHNKE
NEFgEZ CEM TR IR B RIFE K2

AR 2}&‘7] °
AEFAEP I FYLEI R ETUREELR ) ETH T FEIZR
Flo s £ 3 552 FRS NP ER T E§ S RFl o & 03 it R g
a,um%%ﬂﬁ,»aw&&%&b 3 P SR ﬁiﬁpzﬁ

Fraf s R ERGBEIHRFALE RIS P EDEH %
AP 18 AR H 1,206 % £ aEF o T Uyt &;ﬁﬁTﬁ
i&E@F;%ﬁﬁﬁWﬁﬂﬁﬁw%éﬁﬁo
i &ﬁﬁﬁfﬁﬁxﬁm AP R B ELTI ARFl SRR
2 R dlive 23 BFALR Do h@ﬂﬁﬁﬁnﬁif
AARFR AR T B2 \*ﬁﬂfrw FERAZHLYAREM T B2 08
R P R I
i
é\

TRARAIE LT B LR T
T iT 5L A ?
¥

MeE: P RFISEEpr T 6 T 6 IS

ﬂ*ﬁx\m

L

~

135 3

ol

An Investigation on the Interaction between
Campus Public Art and Students

Abstract

From 1998 to 2011, the domestic public artworks registered had a total of 2,247
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pieces, of which there were 888 pieces (about 40%) at all levels of school campus.
Thus, one can see the importance of public art on campus. The establishment of
campus public art should consider the main users, the campus students, when it is
designed, including their related reactions of the recessive interaction as well as
dominant interaction toward the campus art.

This research aims to understand the interaction of senior elementary school
students toward the different types of public artworks through using questionnaires and
try to identify the design criteria that affect students to interact with the campus public
artworks. It is hoped that the obtained criteria can be used as a reference for the
designer in the future public art design. This study first establishes the research
framework through literature reviews and then understands how the students react with
the public artworks using questionnaires.  After surveying 1,206 senior students in 18
elementary schools in Taichung, the descriptive statistics, independent samples T test
and one way ANOVA are used to do the questionnaire analysis.

After having done the statistical analysis, it is found that, on the recessive
interaction as well as dominant interaction toward the campus public art for the senior
students of the Taichung City Elementary Schools, there is a significant difference in
the different types of public artworks. The school campus needs not only visual
perception recessive interaction but also limb physiological dominant interaction
public artworks. The designer can use this study as a reference to reach the best ideal
state for the interaction among the designer, the public artwork and the student.
Keywords : Campus public art, Interaction, Recessive Interaction, Dominant
Interaction
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AP HREHEELRENRGFTES T ks, T REEARET
ﬂiié&~%§'igﬁpw,u R AR AT T 2h S KTE
BT R 0 s B E R R TR A AR

s $& % 1+ L3t (Inferential Statistics)
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