Journal of the Korean Society of Rural Planning ISSN 1225-8857(PRINT) / ISSN 2288-9493(ONLINE)
vol. 21, no. 2, 2015 (63-77) http://dx.doi.org/10.7851/ksrp.2015.21.2.063

A Study on Evaluation of the Rurality by the Distance of View

Shin, Min-Ji * Shin, Ji-Hoon’
Dankook Univ. Graduate School
"Professor, Dept. of Landscape Architecture, Dankook University.

ABSTRACT : Improve the rural views of the Government and the municipalities with the intention of rural landscape planning.
However, rural scenery evaluation of landscape types and element categories, landscape scenes, such as the valuation of resources
selected, form a coherent system and ecological point of view is not only a Visual perspective of evaluation, or evaluation is made.
This study evaluates the rural landscape through the rural landscape for rurality is implemented can explain the image. Rural
amenity 100 represented the rural landscape in rurality with photos of photos, and scenes, photos, location-based rural Vista rurality
landscapes drawn components. Selected landscape photography scenic landscapes in the u.s. survey and image vocabularies through
surveys is representative of the landscape in rurality of each Vista location-specific photos and images began extracted factors. As a
result, the Distant view is a town and village in the rolling hills of the surrounding environment is an image behind the Vista
Skyline, Farmland Rural village forests, Behind the hills, Individual housing roof, Housing arrangement, The number of houschold
includes landscape components. Factor analysis ‘openness’, ‘intimacy’, ‘activity’, ‘complexity’, ‘safety’ was down to five factors, such
as a description of the overall factors that force was 66.45 percent. Middle distance view is close to being out of town houses and
village environment, an image in the skyline hills Vista, farmlands, village forests, rolling hills, behind the scenes of the housing
component of the neck, the sperm will honor an individual factor analysis results are ‘intimacy’, ‘safety’, ‘openness’, ‘specificity’,
‘complexity’ five factors the whole description of the capacity factors compared to 67.24 percent. Close-range view is mainly in
Vista village embraced the individual elements and an image of a harmonious location in the surroundings of the sperm, individual
houses, fences, gates, courtyard, Garden, garage, agricultural facilities, including, but not limited to, factors assay but an ‘intimacy’,
‘complexity’, ‘safety’, ‘activity’, ‘openness’ five factors, such as a description of the overall factors that force was 65.29%. This
research seeks to determine the extent to which rurality of rural landscape Vista by location attributes and elements and
representative officer in photo selection and rurality to extract the image. To date, followed by a comprehensive study, which was
presented through the readjustment could not overlook the Visual elements. The future rural development officer for the evaluation of

rural landscape classification and quantitative and objective assessment will have to come up with ways to do.

Key words : Rural Landscape, Rurality, Landscape Evaluation
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Table 1. Selection of Rurality Representative Rural landscape
Division 1Rurality Image
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rurality rural landscape

classification

selection of representative

rural landscape

representative of the rural

landscape factor analysis

landscape characteristics,
landscape elements
identified view by location

represented a landscape
survey view by location

landscape adjective using
factor analysis

Figure 1. Research of flow
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Table 2. View point and elements of Rural village
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Landscape Division

Elements

Natural Landscape

Mountain

Distant view
Village Landscape

Village, farmland, Approach road, Housing roof, Housing outer wall, Farm roads,

Irrigation canals, PVC greenhouses

Village internal

Inside street of village, Housing(form, color, material)

Public facility

Town Hall, Common warehouse, School
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Table 3. View point and characteristic elements of Rural village

Landscape Characteristics and Elements
Main envilr\(I)?lt;nlrgrllt Skyline, Farmland, Rural village forests, Sacred tree, Behind the hills etc.
Dviisetgvnt roaiﬁeon Housing form Roof tile, Side of board, slabs of stone for roof, Thatched roof, Slate etc.
outskirts Placement and The number of households, form of arrangement(Direction) etc.
housing of scale
Mid envilr\cl)?lt;nlr:;t Skyline, Farmland, Rural village forests, Sacred tree, Behind the hills etc.
dle Approa . Thatched house, Tile roof house, Brick wall, Stone wall, Hedge, Mud wall, Gate
distance ch road Housing form etc.
view
hoﬂ?ﬁgnéefmscz?g The number of households, form of arrangement, Housing size etc.
envilr\(I)?IIlnlrgrllt Skyline, Sacred tree etc.
strggtSig? Housing form Thatched house, Tile roof house, Brick wall, Stone wall, Hedge, Mud wall, Gate,
village g Yard, Garden, Warehouse, Agriculture facility etc.
Close Placement and The number of households, form of arrangement, Housing size etc.
housing of scale
“range Natural
view enviroilment Skyline, Sacred tree etc.
Community Housing form Thatched house, Tile roof house, Brick wall, Stone wall, Hedge, Mud wall, Gate,
Space g Yard, Garden, Warehouse, Agriculture facility etc.
Placement and The number of households, form of arrangement, Housing size etc.
housing of scale

Organize the Previous researchs

Table 4. Selection of Rurality Representative Rural landscape

- View Point ]
Division Characteristics Elements Rurality Image
Skyline, Farmland Rural
The view from the t\illgage mfl’cs)r@sts,m dﬁﬁﬁ
ﬁlsltan; e;z:d;loeﬁmn the housing roof, Housing
a8 part arrangement, The number
of households
Distant
view
Skyline, Farmland Rural
View of behind hilly area | village forests, Behind
with a view of the the hills, Individual
village and the village of | housing roof, Housing
surrounding environment arrangement, The number
of household
. . . Skyline, Farmland Rural
;ﬁslwewmof mejwh“lills | with village forests, Behind
. the hills, Sacred tree,
Middle| 2 town of emvironment | 1 el housing
distance
view
Village approach path of S]ﬁ’lme ligﬁj%ehulﬁml
the village depth view Ind1v1 al _housing
t\lflleew aﬁ)xf;aﬂgl %aﬂlﬁlﬂns of Slﬁrhne Farmland
the wggugvg;eﬂnn the depth of Ind1v1dLal housmg e,
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Division View ?0.1 nt Elements
Characteristics
Mainly the village depth Sacred tree,
, views of the balanced Individual housing, Wall,
position of harmony with Gate, Yard, Garden,
Close | e individual elements and | Warchouse, Agriculture
_ra._nge ﬂE . . f aci]jty
view .
Each of view of the %&W
individual elements %%l‘me

Table 5. Rurality Image Composition element

Division Rate of residence Farmland Natural landscape Traditional Element
Distant Whole village Whole farmland Skyline Rural village forests
view Some of the village Some of the farmland Behind the hills &
Middle Some of the village . .
Contents distance | Some of the individual housing | Some of the farmland Behisn]zlyltllil: hills Ruralsavclrlle(llgiref;)rests
view Some of the village space
Close | Some of the mdlYldua] housing farmland Natural landscape composition Rural village forests
-range Some of the village space . . . Sacred tree
. . NP Identification of crop individual element .
view residence individual element Tradition house
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Table 6. View point of Rural village

Division| Composition element

Select Image

Skyline, Farmland Rural
village forests, Behind
the hills, Individual
housing roof, Housing

Distant
view

image2

arrangement, The number
of household

of

View of behind hilly area with a
view of the village and the village
surrounding environment

View of behind hilly area with a

The view from the distant road
from the village entrance part 2)/1few of thej village and thel village

Skyline, Farmland Rural

Middle village forests, Behind

image5

m‘slgzlvilce the hills, Sacred tree,
Individual housing
View in nearby hills with a view
Village oach path of the | Village approach path of the
village de;gzﬁr view village dep'iﬁr gﬁvgm tow? houses and town of
Close Sacred tree, Individual image8 image9
housing, Wall, Gate,
-range

. 'Yard, Garden, Warehouse,
view

Agriculture facility

with
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Table 7. Rurality Rural landscape Image weighting

x F2AAoZ2E= 7FA7F A UERG imagel
(0.158) > image6(0.143) > image7(0.143)& H2I5}9T}.
imagel, image6, image7-> Z}Z}e] ZHAglel uEiA =
gEss ARIeE £7F & 5 Atk 974 gAY
Z43H= 187) oiF]ol thdk 22AE-4] Table 83} Table 9
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Distant view Middle distance view Close-range view
Division . . . . . . . . .
imagel image2 image3 image4 image5 image6 image7 image8 image9
weighting 0.158 0.073 0.081 0.117 0.051 0.143 0.143 0.107 0.127
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Table 9. Results of factor analysis of Distant view
Factor .. | EigenValue variance
Component — — - Communality| .
openness | intimacy activity | complexity safety (EV) explained(%o)
dark-bright .844 .035 -316 .031 -.050 816
cool-stuffy -.790 125 .043 .052 179 677
heavy-nimble 710 -.339 315 -.136 -.109 748
3453 19.182
open-minded -.646 -.129 348 .099 .081 571
rough-soft .587 -.087 -431 -.074 -.138 .563
continuity-discontinuity 447 293 -.245 242 179 437
friendly-stranger .086 173 201 .164 .058 .675
rustic-tremendous -.097 748 -.070 .069 120 .593
2.594 14.413
distinctive-normal .020 -.676 -.047 216 -.004 .506
lonesome-dense -.129 .651 208 481 .092 123
amiable-desolate -.134 .057 .839 .061 129 745
quiet-noisy -.338 192 .661 -.026 282 .668 2.302 12.786
rigid-comfortable 411 -433 -.521 -.138 .009 .647
curved-straight .103 -.063 -.042 .833 199 750
1.885 10.473
simple-complex -256 187 124 716 -134 .647
flat-sharp -.158 204 .049 -.136 .827 771
dangerous-safe .023 .040 -413 -323 -.673 730 1.727 9.593
warm-cold -.464 .073 202 355 553 .693
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations.
Table 8. KMO and Bartlett’s Test of Distant view ‘complexity(55H4)’, “safety(Hd) o= HH stk

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling

.634
Adequacy

Approx. Chi-Square 417.830

Bartlett’s Test of

Sphericity df

153

.000

Sig.

4

‘31—7'—, I f-4k(EigenValue) &=
w) 2ol 187] o] A7}
7Hel acleg gof HUATh A aslel gk
66.45%0.2 UeRton  zizhe]  Qole

‘openness(7NFA3)  ‘intimacy(X1ZA),  ‘activity(Z543)’,

51 em, a3le]

(9]

Z7 FEARIY] 2332 187] o]Fd] thI Ll
2J-& Table 103} Table 113} Zo] AASIHELE 574 %

AFR19] KMO(Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin)ak-2 .7050.2 A dgk 4=
A|o]aL Bartlett®] 784 AR FolgEo] 00002

1:1 [e)
"‘}‘\jla

e} 89
Aoz FFallo] EA5h=

A% W Aol BAZL e
= goE gk

Table 10. KMO and Bartlett’s Test of Middle distance view

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 705
Approx. Chi-Square 419.991
Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity d 153
Sig. .000
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Table 11. Results of factor analysis of Middle distance view

Factor Communa | EigenValue variance
Component . . B . PN
intimacy safety openness | specificity | complexity lity (EV) explained(%)
friendly-stranger .803 178 252 .163 -.012 766
dangerous-safe -.784 .006 .003 -.036 331 726
warm-cold 758 182 -.126 -323 223 778
amiable-desolate 712 .059 338 302 -.054 718
4.368 24267
dark-bright -.699 .186 -122 .030 .195 576
curved-straight .619 -271 -.035 364 .146 .612
quiet-noisy .594 362 175 219 -.067 .567
rigid-comfortable -.505 -.367 -.075 -.343 418 .688
lonesome-dense -.205 782 314 .001 .077 758
flat-sharp .290 .766 -.006 .103 -329 789 2.547 14.151
continuity-discontinuity -.042 746 -214 222 .336 7166
open-minded .037 .047 .867 -.001 -.032 756
heavy-nimble -465 -014 -.612 .085 113 .610 2.001 11.115
cool-stuffy 331 .553 .597 -.101 .185 .816
rustic-tremendous .035 .058 .061 .693 .073 494
1.637 9.092
distinctive-normal -.119 -.184 294 -.591 -.006 484
simple-complex .015 .056 .065 265 770 .670
1.569 8.718
rough-soft -280 .063 -.181 -371 544 .548
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations.
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AHR1e] KMO(Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) %2 5212 o2 947
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Table 13. Results of factor analysis of Close-range view

Component Factor Comuna EigenValue var.i ance
intimacy | complexity safety activity openness lity (EV) explained(%)
amiable-desolate 794 .079 -.125 .099 -.160 .687
curved-straight 751 .083 .060 -.066 219 .626
rough-soft -.690 .073 -278 220 -212 .653 2.921 16.226
friendly-stranger .576 365 .091 .071 398 .637
cool-stuffy 492 -356 -.185 -.076 179 441
simple-complex -.061 .857 -.019 -122 134 172
rustic-tremendous .003 707 -.118 156 .006 .539 2472 13.733
distinctive-normal -.106 -.624 -.065 237 .035 462
continuity-discontinuity 115 327 -.762 .060 -.167 733
dangerous-safe -.170 -.077 .688 .280 -.071 .591
2.216 12.311
flat-sharp 247 265 .681 017 -.001 .595
quiet-noisy 293 405 460 .199 .029 .502
dark-bright 147 -.005 -.004 .876 .097 .799
heavy-nimble -.146 -.082 352 726 -247 741 2.176 12.091
rigid-comfortable -517 -.075 .043 676 -.182 764
lonesome-dense 310 .045 .003 .060 .809 157
warm-cold 209 .265 371 -.142 .658 704 1.968 10.932
open-minded -.149 -371 -256 -332 .644 750

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 10 iterations.
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