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Abstract

Objective: Community public art is an important method to improve community quality. A scien-
tific and quantitative evaluation system can clarify the design principles and guide the design
practice of public art to be better involved in community renewal. Method: The important evalua-
tion indexes of public art design were summarized from a literature review and expert interviews,
which were divided into five levels: vision, craft, interaction, function, and spirit. Questionnaire
data were collected and the weight value of each index was calculated by AHP. The importance
ranking of the evaluation system of community public art design was obtained. Results: According
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to the analytic hierarchy process (AHP) data, the most important evaluation index in the practice
of community public art design is interactivity. Conclusion: AHP analysis can be used as an impor-
tant tool to establish an evaluation system of community public art design, and objective and
quantitative analytical thinking can help design works to be implemented and implemented more
effectively.
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FEXH AL ZARB R H IS 5 E 2SR ZRE T MY « SEPH Suzanne Lacy 5G4 H 3T
KRN ILZARPIMEEHEVIF R, 754 AN X R (Community Art). B2 —Ff DL X BRI 9 B fih
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5 BP0 QE N 2 B B DA SR i oy JE R H F AR TR R IRV SE R 25 . AR X AL ZRIBEE A T
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DOI: 10.12677/design.2023.84309 2544 wit


https://doi.org/10.12677/design.2023.84309
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

ESTEE

T b HEAFEARIA

SIS RIS THREWIEIE . ERITENE. R LEAREEAZL
FEIX Y IR S B X AL EREE, it EEX ZRE S
VIWANEREN BUNBUR S . SRS PR SR, X ERAR

Figure 1. Community public art types
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Figure 2. AHP process
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Figure 3. Hierarchical evaluation index system of community public art design
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Table 1. Scale of relative importance
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Table 2. Judgment matrix of A target level
& 2. A BfREHIMERE

B1 L3 )2 1H B2 T2 ZMH B3 HEZEH B4 ThEE)Z1H BS K& 2 1H

B1 52 1 1.0000 2.0000 0.9325 1.8988 0.6654
B2 LZ 2T 0.5000 1.0000 0.5416 0.9975 0.8863
B3 H.3) 2T 1.0724 1.8464 1.0000 3.2500 29163
B4 IhREETH 0.5267 1.0025 0.3077 1.0000 1.8916
BS5 K& # 2 1M 1.5028 1.1283 0.3429 0.5287 1.0000

Table 3. Judgment matrix of B1 criterion level

3% 3. B1 EN E 3 EERE

Cl R M H C2 ZAREERIN C3 Tl H HAS R
Cl 5 EEIZEMA 1.0000 0.6500 2.3088
C2 ZARIEARI 1.5385 1.0000 3.9163
C3 Ti H AR R 0.4331 0.2553 1.0000
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Table 4. Judgment matrix of B2 criterion level

3% 4. B2 EN EF ¥ EERE

C4 AR 4% C5 FFEEsmi i R C6 R alF #*ib
C4 SRk 2 1.0000 0.9141 0.5932
C5 FFELR2mgUR 1.0940 1.0000 1.3888
Co6 Bl HrRIL 1.6857 0.7201 1.0000

Table 5. Judgment matrix of B3 criterion level

2 5. B3 JEN EHIBREEME

CT W5l aixzs C8 Bt 5 C9 SGANAR BLAZ I
CT W5l Az 1.0000 2.3088 1.4550
C8 B ImIr g 0.4331 1.0000 1.1163
C9 4 hn4r BAZ i 0.6873 0.8959 1.0000

Table 6. Judgment matrix of B4 criterion level

3% 6. B4 N EF| ¥ EERE

C10 T H % ThRe Cll ZAREE IR C12 Mg ThRE
C10 S k% Thke 1.0000 2.3000 2.3988
Cl1 ZR#AEB IR 0.4348 1.0000 1.4663
C12 F&MmsEA )R 0.4169 0.6820 1.0000

Table 7. Judgment matrix of B5 criterion level

= 7. B5 N EH ¥ EERE

C13 HhIg A 7 C14 51 R RILny C15 12 3 B A ik
C13 Huls oAt 7 1.0000 1.5357 1.5825
C14 51 R RILny 0.6512 1.0000 2.8325
C15 f&38 3 B NI 0.6319 0.3530 1.0000
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Table 8. Mean random consistency index
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n 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
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Table 9. Weight value of criterion level
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fatr)z R
Bl #L% =1 0.2280
B2 T2 2 0.1351
B3 HE)EH 0.3275
B4 Tjfg = 1 0.1488
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Figure 4. Comprehensive weight and ranking of community public art design evaluation

E 4. HEAHZRIIHINGEERELHAF

AR AR 3~7 AT —Ehike R, REIH CR EE/NT 0.1, BEEI— Sk bb a0 (L]
5), HICERET, B HIWTHERE 8 — S A g, 2 WA R A R

HERE A B C D E F

CR 0.0743 0.00085588 0. 0558 0.0182 0.0112 0. 0992

Figure 5. Consistency test result
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