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Abstract: Based on the survey data of the students (n=609) from three universities in Beijing, the article found
that visiting Campus Green Space do have regulation effects on emotions, mainly on positive emotions by
correlation analysis. In the multiple linear regression analysis, campus green space visiting behavior do make
contribution to promote Positive Affects under the control of demographic characteristics, latent motivation,
environmental cognition and environmental characteristics ( /] R2=0.023). Campus green space visiting behavior
is motivated and regulated by multiple factors, of which, latent motivation take the first place. Beyond that, visiting
frequency is mainly influenced by campus planning characteristics, while visiting duration and main activities
are more connected to demographic characteristics. Based on above, suggestions of building health-beneficial
campus green space are put forward.

Keywords: landscape architecture; emotion regulation; campus green space; questionnaire; correlation analysis;
multiple linear regression
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Tab. 1 Variable categories, level and value
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%2 FEARKEAE M (n=609)

Tab. 2 Basic information of sample (n=609)
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Tab. 3 Possible contributing factors of campus green space visiting frequency
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Tab. 4 Multiple linear regression model for campus green space visiting frequency ( stepwise )

e R L RIS . -
B FrifERZEE Beta

(HE) -1.063 0.314 -3.297 0.001
TR 0.229 0.043 0.218 5.269 0.000
e R ST 12.263 4.117 0.113 2.979 0.003
Tl 5RO 0.103 0.036 0.109 2.860 0.004
SR R R 0.138 0.049 0.116 2.797 0.005
o it R et n] 0.195 0.079 0.097 2.457 0.014
bl BI e S I PPN 0.232 0.104 0.088 2.226 0.026

R? 0.160

I R2 0.151

P 19.052

Sig. 0.000

ARPAL B AT IR

% 5 BEE SR AT I T RESEHA R 7
Tab. 5 Possible contributing factors of campus green

space visiting’s average time

F 6 AT WANRE . 288 =R R S A7)
I P R 225 25007
Tab. 6 One-way ANOVA for campus green space

visiting’s average time by education, marriage and

EST SER THRZREL transportation
Al ZRHT A
IEA 0147** 7] N7
i % ¥ (M £SD) P
i - AFRME(n=387)  1.99+1.596
UNBE S FHi 0.107" 2
5 filit4 (n=171) 2.33+1.568 3858  0.022
al
ISR 0.107" kA (n=51)  241+1.329
o RE (1=392) 1.99+1.572
; S S%: 0.228™ # FIE R
o MBI ER CORRENR 1550 4604 0009
VEESIHL N (n=207)
U (e R 0.207" A OB (n=10)  1.60+ 1647
2 T (n=3) 1.00+1.000
s e % - -
s 0.108 @ WE%E (n=4)  150+0577
SR ) — 2780 0.040
-~ ; T AT (n=283)  1.96+ 1467
% A3 A 2 0.116™ N =
AR A 47 (n=319) 228+ 1662
ek E0.01 ORI ) EEEHITE, * FE0.05 CRUN ) EREAATE, P, IRE SR R I
o £ = ® = > ® N
=% = =
= e w
g E g
% %, %,
= = =
E7y Fay "
2 oy ES) EI
Jicd iy Lucd
Bl H H -
& ARE 3 HEE & ) ABENR EO & wE  m@E  AfE BT
E357) IETRTS RBAR
] " #
= = R =
Ee al a
g 8= &
® % ¥ .
Py E =2
B 2 B e
= LA =
], i B .
2 2 2
& | % % |
B =) B
= ARE WtE HtE = 85 BABENR Big = RE MEZE BiTE BT 4
Y SRR TEHR

LH: #KEEN / Special: Campus Landscape

R, S SR )RR R T RTHEI AT
SR SCTERE . Ll SEEH IR . A2l
S A SR )3 T A gk m] W
AT RL G RTIEE (B 4) , SRR
THTESIHURISNERSE, B R2=0.160, fRFE
FIATE, BLHPIRA AR P AR REL, T8
B EaR F TR ETT
3.2.2 LT PP I A 52w R

TR RANTIE BRI, . P, 1
TR WY | KRS |
P ZR . AR NS T S TR A
Gt EM O (% 5) o HNHEs 5F3 K
B, PSR E T R E R
BLRAE, BT B X —2ERE AN,
VIR “HNERIAER” SR, PRI
Z CNOERRE Bk, fEtbhent b,
SILRZED . IERIRAS . RNSTE T =N F
AR R ST (A PS4 N A T B R 20T 22T
(ANOVA) , KBUHT 2 HHNZEEE (£
6) ; B, BEEZEITN ST, Vil
IHCHIBUE REZ 3 (354 < B3 %E < 31T
< A7), BHNERITREE ., WEN
S ARSI TR SRR LR S M 7T ]
PINKBIE R ARME <fitA4 < it
A, IR HARRIA: S A 2 R 25 R E 2k
S (MD=-0.346, p=0.016) ; E.ff <L <47
TENG IR GE SHBENGE ZAE
SIAF 3 (MD=-0.387, p=0.004) ., %¥
FESHELE LK 4, s, BFES
TSN (AN R AT A0S . B SR |
PR R DT B . R TR, (R AL
R2=0.088, MRS (£7) o A HTHIER,
BT, P72 SR 1T E T A
TERIRGMEEA, BIANThRBIRiE . 23 MRS5S,
(AR FEAR A GBS DA RHAERE T EAL, Y
FEIELUS RN IS H S | AFAD T ¥
3.2.3 SRR ShZRIY AT O R

TN B IE2E, RIS %

4 REFEFH BTRES. ZBH X TR E LR F1
RKEEEBREESHELR
Dispersion degree and mean comparison of campus
green space visiting’s average time on different level of
education, marriage, transportation

49



| |
IIII MEEiii Landscape Architecture  2018/03

T - BIR (EAEEZAY T ANE S % 7 BIEAHI AN CE TR EIET GRS )
A 2RTTE: B R R 2t (R Tab. 7 Multiple linear regression model for campus green space visiting’s average time ( stepwise )
PREREL

GHIER IR ) " AL EEES, B LA t Sis

N " T S et B PR 2E Bet
B A BEERET BT “REIEE - i -

s HEER . KA IR () ~1.998 0.697 —2.866 0.004
A R CoTIe * ST 0.252 0.069 0.156 3.639 0.000
AR R VR ey C 2 R PR N R 0.232 0.080 0.124 2914 0.004
AR, HINEE EANFEIRBESI 2 MAE 4 0.059 0.021 0.109 2.772 0.006

TR R AR, AT DR E ez 4423 1.840 0.094 2.403 0.017
h i AR A AT, HE AT IS K 0.088
RS .
RERE, R, 2. ISTRE, Bl55 JERe 0082
14.500
HOAHSCRE | ARG | MRS | ’ oo
N _ Sig. .
T 5 22 r[féjn SV AN SR B oA 2
TR SR ST, ST s B —E ST
o NIy ey .
FROCIE (SR8) o TEIHE—AIp BT, B % 8 ReFHEH P TSI T AR T
A AR A S 2 R SRR, X rl RS H Tab. 8 Possible contributing factors of campus green space visiting’ activity category
A RVEREE AR (B 5) 3 B—T 2 T HHREH
T, BB, R s, - vo
WL R AT e R AR (E6) TR 0.182°
3.3 G UTIRIAT R IR HTESHL CAL S 0.097
. e e ST Py IR 0.217*
2% & F ) (Positive and Negative Affects Scale, PREENSN 5 e LB P A 0.086*

PANAS ) P ?ﬁ?ﬂﬁﬁ%i@ﬁ’ﬂ@ﬂ?‘fﬁ% 4T w#LE0.01 OB ) _EEEHEIE, * 7F0.05 CBM) FEEHR.
S FHEGE - PEED « BREED « HEED S FHERE » SERED ¢ BREED - HSMED
PTG 2 ST G4 ™ B A AT :
KB, RS TTRIAT N 3 AU A
ARG S R F IR R (£9) , JFHBRE
R R (K 7) , (B3R S5ER
AR Gert# A, (R, 2Rty
(RIS L SR . ABRR KFE (n=387) WtE (n=171) WEE (o) #5 (n=392) FOENR (1-207) B =10
NN N N N 25 BRE
AR RIS, VBRI h A i
BHNZTTAIERAT, SR AN ANz ° TOF DT ERE s
- B ’ ‘ Proportion of each activity category in students of different education level
fE” “WEBIPL “BRRNENT A CTRRRHIE” , 6 mmisihasss s chsz s m g o1
B{ijﬂhg R2 ﬂ?ﬂ{o B%ETQ)\ « B—E fj‘(‘f@ﬁj‘ IEIM_J—, Proportion of each activity category in students of different marriage status
N, R 0023 (£210) o e R
R2=0.217, 15 S b 0] %/Fﬁ/_?; E’jﬁ?{ﬁ{,{:}%ﬁ[ﬁ & 9 GEMTINIT N S 4 AR OB AR 1 FE DR
Tab. 9 Pearson correlation matrix of campus green space visiting behavior, emotions and other psychological indexes
01720 HRIEFE 11 F1E 4 ST RA S AR

TEEBNFEEFR & LBl
T EEBZERLFT & bL B

FT, I 8 BRI, [ LI S sl ool ai i T U T e
RRURM ARG AR — NREL, e 000
ARERMSHIF TR Z SRR gmemiirint i 0460~ 1000
eIty 3 B B 0.469™ 0.540" 1.000

4 Zhg51hHe UGS 0.264 0.139" 0.085" 1.000

BRI E SCRTT LR T 3 MR NEtAE -0.067 0.012 -0.019 -0.022 1.000
4.1 GRS G A TE NP ER e 0132 01107 0.074 0.409%  -0320° 1000

F 10, 11 EIRRIARIEZHTT RITTRN Arsezmm 0.139" 0.086° 0.036 0429%  -0.338%  0565*  1.000

TS IBLE LA ER, JEHFEGET T = 2001 (AU) RS, = ££0.05 () FEEE,

50



ISR SR IARAR T U S 4, X ARG 2

AR TS AT o

4.2 KRR LRI T N2 22 TN R YRS
FHRAIATHIGE RN, X T2y AT

O 3 AHENAR B (iR, SIS T3

BLELES b, DR CREERHIE” (ARSC
TR T AR ML ) PR, s
IR PSS I T S 1L S

LD “USAsER" f “Pimme” Sy E
AR 2 AEIETTRE (4, 7) SREUKCH

B WIEDINL R EERA T £ T AL 1) BT CUNRERME” 41
& 19{8=41.32
TERE=9.118
“ o =609
3o ﬂ”‘
B £, -
B+ @ =~
ﬁm M |
RESEESWNE T RSB STNE T 7

F 10 FRNSZE S5 1 2 e m AT

Tab. 10 Multiple linear regression for overall score of positive affects

- o FER 1 TR 2 3 FERL 4 IR 5
ARty AR
Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta
T 0.113™ 0.134™ 0.123™ 0.131™ 0.126™
UNEEZ: 73 it 0.120" 0.064 0.068 0.054 0.043
£ 0.017 0.021 0.016 0.012 0.021
S SR S 0.071 0.073 0.072 0.056
TELEEHAL PSEiEEY/ PSS 0.136™ 0.108° 0.106" 0.076
KPR 0.287 0.282™ 0.271™ 0.256™
N T8 el e il e 0.126 0.125* 0.120"
B \ —
T PR B A 0.025 0.041 0.038
b U s IR 0.010 0.005
PREGHRFIE T2 S5 R TR L 0.047 0.050
R A S TR L 0.128 0.109
ey I 0.172"
P 2R AT R T N NN
I R s EaT 0.020
T2 e 5t P = R B 2 -0.072
R? 0.031 0.168 0.188 0.194 0.217
AR? 0.137 0.002 0.006 0.023
F 6.490" 20.271* 17.370* 13.095™ 11.728*
w# AE0.01 O FREHSE, * £ 0.05 CRM) FREHEx,
AR BURIGL S
7> i A > A i
L] DL £ S-TIBPN i3
ol S5
KL
A 4
T S E MRS R
t t 7 RRIBE R SRR EAS TR
Normal distribution test of overall score
of positive affects
8 LI Al T AXIB LT E AR e e s
A 4 A 4 L
Simplified structural model of campus
M eTE MG 2% PR green space visiting's regulating effects
e N 8 on emotion with key factors

LH: #KEEN / Special: Campus Landscape

HIR AR RS S ST . 223357
T WA L £33 AR A AT TA TR RIAR
SR 7T 3 ANE RS S HA
HOFEERENE , 55 4 TR T NI DR A X 4
LR RS S TR FL A (EROR, 7T LA 1S
WD SRR B R, S A M BB A
K, BRI BERFAERT, AEZK
/NG AR (A] LT MR A B O R
EARKE, BTSN 2 retid
Hb, LA K SER X NMERR L2 E
A0 2 i tse, P ErT LA HRK
AR e S R S ST S R AR SR (AL Y
NSRRI A, AR SL BRI A B A AR
A 2 S S (AT A R AR
I A AT WA . ES1 Ah Ak
AR L B R R A (], A e S 25 ]
Hep WS RIE TR 25 ) Z (A Rk sy
REIE IS 2)  “ AHIZAE” A
ORI TR T SEMARR B PR 24 (2
P SIETIREM SF RS EAMR) , HE
R RIIENN, AL SR BRI, &
T AW R 3 AR H T RE 2 SN HO S 25
JERUE M. 3) “WESHPL” Ay XY
MIFAERE™ F1 WREREIIERE” fER 4, £
8 JT R 2k [l YA AR v e ] A R KA s
ATLAE T AR 2 E AR TR ET e R
AT A SR AR ARSI Lo
4.3 DU AR RRE g 5 i) A2 A5 el ¢ i AL
BTN

X 4.2 NSRBI AT, AR
NN T G I A A R S A i D RS
7, ATLAAEAT LSt 75 58 1) PRIEALE
SRR RO AL |, R R 4R
W SHAN A (A1) BA™H
CFEERRNE, Rt T o B S 2R H
WATHBIZT; 2) S E R A AR A
ZEFRTR, ERESH R 2R =
[AIRIZORE, Ao 2 AR AR S R
FIRIRRAR A 3) FERE 2 AR T WU
PRWRERAARERZE, LA
LAIRAZIIL, il BRI ER A
ZINEAETIRE, BUAGHAER, FHREZL
HARRES, SRACERHEHIEIHL.

51



| |
IIII MEEiii Landscape Architecture  2018/03

5 WESERIA R

Fo—, MPEEAEEX T CERE 1
EARF AR, IR AR AT e SRR
2P 5 IR T R BT AN, (i R
FHIE CAnZSEfifRy . 2R . MIREERSE )
AR E T2 H . (ARE— B IS T4
2%, Bt BHEEHEN St R -G 353
S ST T M BE EEY R, DLVT ]I
T PRIAR B B 1] YA AR R2 At AU T FIHIE T
Ko FELUFIIRTgE, ATRASS & a2 m e
TR AT AT BRI SRR
A OHRPRIN RS T . B,
AR N AR 2, BRI,
TREH NS, (HR 7 RN BT T
FERER AR E LK FR, F=, AHE
TOE SZRAEILT, ZORFEARRAR RN
A B, RIASCP R 8 T 3 B deaker
MR ERRTFENS G, A R )T
RIER, BFHER Y IHATEH.

ERE:

@ AHE “REZM ERENEERBUAKN, BN
BREY, BRUTUERER. FEHth. Kk, EF
ETXRMBARE. FENEIAHLTE. BREFERS.

BRIFE L s .

@ AXHE “‘@MFaEiTh BEREZMTERNELEN
Th, MFET. 85, E5. WE. A& 23 HEE,

A “9pE” —iE, BRARZiAEERIASMN SR,

@ & R JEEM (https//sojump.comyjo/13609376.
aspx) ; dbARER (https:/sojump.com/jg/13992238.aspx) ;

AKER (https://sojump.com/jg/13835082.aspx) o

@ BKEEREIEFRFEFALREE FL£ http://njzypt jyzh.cn/
portal.php.

® XBEHFRALSTUEESKERR. KEFMERSEHRE
FHEZERXREES, VRS BIFRERHE S K.

® ERBEFEF SMERERENEGDILEZREK,

TAERRAE—MITERE, TREREAINIAEZE, &
EARXH, BRREEX—RFE.

@ XHFBER R MREHREERIERET.

Xk (References):

[1] FELDMAN R S. Development across the Life Span
[M].6th ed New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 2010: 486-559.

[2] SRR, EFE . IINERZECERERGHAS XK
R M) 4R REBHELARIE, 2016: 22-65.

FAN Zhaoxia, MAO Tingting. Exploration of College
Students’ Psychological Problems and Countermeasures in
New Period[M]. Beijing: China Book Press, 2016: 22-65.
[8] B R, 2 KEAECEEHTFM M) ALR: RBEd
fR4t, 2006: 1-100.

52

DUAN Xinxing, CHENG Jing. Mental Crisis Intervention of
College Students[M]. Beijing: Science Press, 2006: 1-100.
[4] F4T, TR . AARSRRZEIERR ZEZ W E K
R [J]. MRFRBHESE, 2015 (7) : 1261-1264.

HE Hong, LUO Yue. Analysis on Depression Status and
Influence Factors of University Students in Beijing[J].
Modern Preventive Medicine, 2015(7): 1261-1264.

5] &%  BIfRAZECERRATHRLERENT
] AERPEARFEZR ESBFEM) , 1999 (1)
26-33.

JI Hong. Survey Research on Normal University Students’
Psychological Diathesis and Suicide Crisis Intervention[J].
Journal of Beijing Normal University (Social Science), 1999
(1): 26-383.

[6] KELLERT S R, WILSON E O. The Biophilia
Hypothesis[M]. Washington D.C.: Island Press, 1995: 496.
[7] WILSON E O. Biophilia[M]. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1984: 157.

[8] ORIANS G H. An Ecological and Evolutionary Approach
to Landscape Aesthetics[M]// EDMUND C P, DAVID L.
Landscape Meanings and Values. London; Boston: Allen and
Unwin, 1986: 3-22.

[9] SONG C, JOUNG D, IKEI H, et al. Physiological and
Psychological Effects of Walking on Young Males in Urban
Parks in Winter[J]. Journal of Physiological Anthropology,
2013, 32(1): 18-22.

[10] HARTIG T, KORPELA K, EVANS G W, et al. A Measure
of Restorative Quality in Environments[J]. Housing, Theory
and Society, 1997, 14(4): 175-194.

[11] LAUMANN K, GARLING T, STORMARK K M. Rating Scale
Measures of Restorative Components of Environments[J].
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 2001, 21(1): 31-44

[12] VAN HERZELE A, DE VRIES S. Linking Green
Space to Health: A Comparative Study of Two Urban
Neighbourhoods in Ghent, Belgium[J]. Population and
Environment, 2012, 34(2): 171-193.

[13] COOMBES E, JONES A P, HILLSDON M. The
Relationship of Physical Activity and Overweight to
Objectively Measured Green Space Accessibility and
Use[J]. SocSci Med, 2010, 70(6): 816-822.

[14] RODIEK S D, FRIED J T. Access to the Outdoors:
Using Photographic Comparison to Assess Preferences
of Assisted Living Residents[J]. Landscape and Urban
Planning, 2005, 73(2-3): 184-199.

[15] MARCUS C C, BARNES M. Healing Gardens:
Therapeutic Benefits and Design Recommendations[M].
New York: Wiley, 1999: 87-114

[16] ULRICH R S. View Through a Window May Influence
Recovery from Surgery[J]. Science, 1984, 224(4647): 420-
421.

[17] ULRICH R S. Effects of Interior Design on Wellness:
Theory and Recent Scientific Research[J]. Journal of Health
Care Interior Design: Proceedings from the Symposium on
Health Care Interior Design. Symposium on Health Care
Interior Design, 1991(3): 97-109.

[18] KAPLAN S. The Restorative Benefits of Nature: Toward
an Integrative Framework[J]. Journal of Environmental
Psychology, 1995, 15(3): 169-182.

[19] KAPLAN R, KAPLAN S, BROWN T. Environmental
Preference: A Comparison of Four Domains of Predictors[J].
Environment & Behavior, 1989, 21(5): 509-530.

[20] DE VRIES S. Nearby Nature and Human Health:

Looking at Mechanisms and Their Implications[M] //
THOMPSON C W, ASPINALL P, BELL S. Innovative
Approaches to Researching Landscape and Health: Open
Space: People Space 2. Abingdon: Routledge Taylor &
Francis Group, 2010: 77-96.

[21] K&, BEFE, MisH, F . REMARTFENET
BROBSREZWMNEZSTEALER V] BFrEHR
%, 2016 (4): 16-26.

CHEN Zheng, ZHAI Xuegian, YE Shiyun, et al. A Meta-analysis
of Restorative Nature Landscapes and Mental Health Benefits
on Urban Residents and Its Planning Implication[J]. Urban
Planning International, 2016(4): 16-16.

[22] JtEHT, Skt BESMAEREMRITRT U] &
Rk, 2015 (5): 123-128.

LIU Boxin, Li Shuhua. Analysis on Biophilic Design in
Healing Landscapes[J]. Landscape Architecture, 2015 (5):
123-128.

[23] FREEDS, EE, FMRE . R S5SHE BESUMEILE
W TIERAT [J]. R=E, 2015 (9) :106-112.

GUO Tinghong, DONG Liang, SUN Qinhua. Design and
Evidence Analysis on the Method of Evidence-based
Therapeutic Landscape Design[J]. Landscape Architecture,
2015(9): 106-112.

[24] BR%, AR - A - KB EEEIENRSER: %
ERFEERER [J]. FEBEM, 2013 (12) : 48-51.
CHEN Zheng, MILLER P A. Landscape Architecture
Towards Evidence-based Design: A Lesson from Research
Progress in United States[J]. Chinese Landscape
Architecture, 2013(12): 48-51.

[25] XItEH, Bl TEEMEWNEENEFAS ORER
EER [J]. REEMA, 2016 (7): 113-120.

LIU Boxin, XU Yue. Study on the Effects of Different
Landscapes on Elderly People’s Body-Mind Health[J].
Landscape Architecture, 2016 (07): 113-120.

[26] £FHE, € l, T|iE. FEHREHNEESIHR
R [J]. XEREM, 2016 (12) : 106-112.

WANG Shengfei, JIN Hexian, JIA mei. Research Review on
the Healing Landscape of the Aged Care Environment[J].
Landscape Architecture, 2016(12): 106-112.

[27] =R HEMRMNGEITR AR M) dER: H2F
AR ARAE, 2001: 263-266.

LI Peiliang, Statistical applications for social[M]. Beijing:
Social Sciences Academic Press (CHINA), 2001: 263-266.
[28] 1 - ®R . ZXEES=E ML MAR, F.4ex: RE
BT AR, 2002: 13-18.

GEHL J. Life between Buildings[M] HE Renke, translation.
Beijing: China Architecture & Building Press, 2002:13-18.
[29] WATSON D, CLARK L A, TELLEGEN A. Development
and Validation of Brief Measures of Positive and Negative
Affect: The PANAS Scales[J]. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 1988, 54(6): 1063-1070.

[30] #W, BHES, TER . EMAMEEERNFEA
FERAMMR [J] PEOEBARE, 2003 (1) @ 54-56.
HUANG Li, YANG Tingzhong, JI Zhongmin. Applicability
of the Positive and Negative Affect Scale in Chinese[J].
Chinese Mental Health Journal, 2003(1): 54-56.

[31] BIELINIS E, TAKAYAMA N, BOIKO S, et al. The Effect of
Winter Forest Bathing on Psychological Relaxation of Young
Polish Adults[J]. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 2018,
29: 276-283.

(48 Rk E £—=)



