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ABSTRACT: This is a comparative study focused on the scenic landscape preferences derived from visitors's perceptions at the

Dulle-gil and the uphill trail in Bukhansan National Park. Unlike previous landscape assessment methods, this study contains more

direct and on-site analysis with methods of understanding the visitors’ perceptions by using ‘visitor employed photography(VEP)’

which requires each visitor to take preferable scenic landscape with one’s own smart phone camera. The scenic landscape types at

two different trails were categorized and then the types favoring most of participants were verified. There are total number of 16
visual landscape types preferred by participants at both the Dulle-gil and the uphill trail in Bukhansan National Park. As in terms of
consensus photography(CP) on the Dulle-gil was found to have more diverse elements including both natural and artificial elements
compare to the uphill trail. Furthermore, the perceptually excited node(PEN) at the Dulle-gill were found to be more scattered evenly

whereas PEN at the uphill trail were concentrated on the entrance and the top of the mountain. It is necessary to consider that the

scenic landscape management at the Dulle-gil and the uphill trail require different approaches. Facilities were set based on careful

consideration of distinctive geographical features and vegetation in the Dulle-gil. And the management need to be focus on the
'forested area' maintaining natural state in the uphill trail. Futhermore, the result of the CP and PEN in the trails would be helpful

to proceed the next step of landscape perception study depending on characteristics of groups.

Key words: Public perception, Visitor-employed photography, Consensus photographs, Perceptually excited node, Urban forest
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s e, 23}, AH 55 FAZ & AXY & =Ao] ARAAITKCarlson, 1977, 1984; Ribe, 1982, 1986),
HPEEAH Ad BHE BAsa ol 8NEEE Y F A A ik SAA EAo] wE AR AIE
A M2 FEste] dijke]l @ 7FsAdo] ATHCho < F Ue AHE 7HAAL I THDaniel, 2001).
et al, 2009). WA =4 T WFe 5k A T oA B3I HTEE OIS E SBEE &85
A 7HXE BAsta Fiete A3 HHES ui"e AN ME=s BT A 4 B2, 27tolEl, 71
2 AT et AthKim, 2011). A4, &, 8 deTEE Hs) vt el Ao

=P FdolA 74T scenic landscape)S HEA o] P 2 283k A2 YEPYTtHSuh, 1987). 1 & IHIY
sk Aee] de FHeshs 7 F83% 840tK(Clay of A# Az Avele oFTEA =M (semantic
and Daniel, 2000). 'S oz 3 dEZAAME differential scale, S. D. scale)®] FZ ARE-E AT} o3+

FYBANAY FH BEe AW BT AD AYoR  wAPe Aue| AE RS BIRE ol ohd 1
Jepton] ol AA s BEEel APA AVAe  Add 0@ S4L olalEy] AF Welt Uz

7HAE Ao YERGTHKNPS, 2013). 32 B8yl opy EEE Yo R s AFoi SR FH AT
2t 710 {4 HYEE xSt FydTd W 7 & FFS F= aRleE AREs, FAAY, A4
2oA9 MEFEE Fo|7] Al BHEE ZFdd o APAME EF3FoH, I FollA AdE=r) A
gt g2A APshs Aol diFd AAHL #erk Ba o /M Z IS Fohal AtHKim, 1996). ¥4 A
=3 ToAE AT AFAA = UF FoAAY BExs)A|

2 AT 5HE Siiadad 29 A9AE A Aozl 2 FFE T+ ASE YERITHKim
Y BEE gdos Ax ghzo] MEshe A#e and Hur, 2007). 53] =g 84S s &
EAS Fofshs Zlolth A5 A3 Q14 H7F e Af A5 AT A&7 JHHE e, AF
2 7189 A&T By & gl e 9%k A AF FTARDel doje] AR ARE By A3 FEAE
T 2APLE obd o] 8 &8 ARl H%Y(visitor employed o|g3l Wit o Ad 8A47F FEe Aol sl
photographs, ©|S} VEP) W& 8319t VEPE 53 A omATF A Ui, AR Asse A,
A FRE s A ARRIES tide s AA gilao] gk olmA|e} #Ho] H2 ZoE YERITHCho &

o Im, 2013). AS7H =H3HLe] A AS A4+ =EF
F3 Te Ao g EAAY dEAHES =EI AA] AA S A ARlE

ol o2 EEdy H4AEY EyEe Ad B4 7} AYP=E(Y. 2 A3 AA| DA on-site)N ] A EFH o]
S TR FF A FE 0 g AXEE =2 H=EE $AI7F Aok Stewart and Hull, 1992).
SFHTH
2. VEPE 8%t 4 M5 ¢
I, {1e8 eI A BrielAEs A olgrte] AYel Bz ook
3K (Cherem and Driver, 1983). & A7tolA 83 o] &
1. 43 M5 2 o4 A &g AR #Y(visitor-employed photography, ©]3}

VEP) ®H-2 o] AA APshs AR FollA ojd
7ol v sheA|, 28 o O ARE AdEskeEA
£ A4 ARlE WHelth VEP W2 19709 vl
oA A AEE A B7F WH F SR (Chenoweth,
1984), 24 FolA7h FUT A7 A BT 5
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whdshs P o2 AL o] FoXith

VEP WA A Zoqz2p 298 AR & AT
A A EAG HHs IS A9 E‘J.E‘{l\"7}' =2
S o7 (consensus photographs, CP)© Eis=s

AHE gofels WS FA HETtl
&= 3N(descriptive inventories) HWHI LGHEQ
7]4ksl ¥ (perception-based approach) .2 T8 4
ChArthur et al., 1977; Daniel, 2001). =22 74-¢- dHkl
12 HrFE Sl tiEA o= Zdw H7E R(scenic
beauty estimation, ©]3} SBE)°] +Z &&= ¢lth. SBEE=
19703 =91 dts wHo =z sA Hyrt 7139 =}
ol B EFESH /WS A3 THDaniel and
Boster, 1976). 1 9] YRIQl A A EE ARKIS &4
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(Cherem and Driver, 1983). tHEIHCP)S ZFA} oz}
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F= AAel iz
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Figure 1. The process of categorizing landscape types
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T 32.5%(139), A 25.0%((10%)°] BT 71 20%(8
o), @5 17.5%7H)E 12A et v, ZE538
ERIEE 2 552%329), 99 31.0%((189%)°] tHHES
2AEt] EHAe DA o8, ANAHEY R
9= HIYAA o] go] Aol o UAUTh

[e] KeICeR
M=

FRHA DY IS @ 4TS M UuiAs
AT ol AR Aze ZAlel FHefstz] ol
AR Folaoz AAHYA o8 F4aA o
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HEH o2 E#Z(the Dulle-gil)S 1,023% = 42872
AR ASAEE el E(the uphill trail)= 1,744 5
80178 EAo| Z3g AFl(the number of analysed
photos) 0.2 A3} tHTable 1 F=).

AA - AR T 4 7Fsd AR HlE(the % of
analysed photos)> =42 41.84%, BAAEE =
T 4593%°]13, 1997 B AR EYS(the average
number of shooting per person)= 27} 25.58%, 30.0774,
199 HF B2 ARISthe average number of the
analysed per person)= 247t 10.77%, 13.818°22 el
THTable 1 #=).

A7 E R é_}i%ld_tﬂ =42 11€o] 5dHT 19"
Pt A ZY
LERETE HJ

3. 32 AN R 2 54

gipo] Mssh= A2 /3 Eudd A3A
5y $E BEF 1R FES 7 dok A A
FE& FZ(viewing structure)Z TESHH EEDL =%
57FA|(PN01~04, PMO1), $12 37}X|(SN01~03), th’d 87}

Z|(ONO1~04, OMO1~04) &2 T-ZHc} 3 AYAEY &
Wes z 57 (PNOI~04, PMO1), 918 27}A|(SNoI,
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Table 1. Summary of quantitative findings

The number of | the number of | the number of The % of the ave. .number the ave. number
Season of shooting per | of the analysed
people collected photos | analysed photos | analysed photos
person per person
Nov. 20 474 249 52.53% 23.70 12.45
The Dulle-gil May. 20 549 179 32.60% 27.45 8.95
Total 40 1,023 428 41.84% 25.58 10.7
Nov. 34 1,047 448 42.79% 30.79 13.18
The uphill trail May. 24 697 353 50.65% 29.04 14.71
Total 58 1744 801 45.93% 30.07 13.81
SN02), 123 T 97FA(ON01~04, OMO1~04, KOMO1) ettt 2 O2oE ON03 53 (Object+Rock)]
2 FEdETh 8.11%(657), ONO1 -3 (Object+Tree)®]  7.62%(617),

S oA 7P 2L HlES AR 3 SNol
¥ (Surrounding+Forest) .2 A A|9] 13.79%(59H=Z
Elgth 1 oo E  ONO0l ¥ (Object+Tree)©]
11.45%(497%), PMO1 3 (Prospect+City)3} PN02 3
(Prospect+tMountain)©] FA3HA 9.81%(427)°] 1L, SNO2

8 (Surrounding+Trail)] 11.73%(417H)E YERGTE A7)

ol & FF| Aol= WFE, FFUHE T B AF
o B 4 A= ON02 3 (Object+Flower)o] 5€TF L}
Elgar, 11299 ON03 53 (Object+Rock face)Tt LFERS:
THTable 2 ).

AR EY RN Y BE HES ARk
382 PN03  F3(Prospect+Peak)®} SNO1 3
(Surrounding+Forest) &2 2+t A2 14.23%(1147H =

Table 2. Landscape types of the Dulle-gil

OMO03 43(Object+Facility)©] 6.99%(563)2] =02 e}
Yok A7l W2 {8 zjols AEE Foa g3
M) mpe7k SHEAl diHlEs SN2 #F

(Object+Forest & Rock, F & R)Z 11€vt YepRgt)
PNO4 38 (Prospect+Valley)> B 2ol uHlgHE A<
ABo g 11¥43177)°) 581730l vla) Y=z og o)
UERGTE ONO1 3 (Object+Tree)S 11€0E T
59ol= 7 vk Aol Yehar, HES 9%
(507 =AG(117h) el vls) su) A% @o) UrEPL
o 19 5 Bk 54 S Se

Aol A B, UE ueledlA A 3
o] & QAT o]/klo]_o:] ZHA3E AR

shbel A% F3OE PESGCHTable 3

__‘l_.
14
= Eae o

oS
%1

Table 3. Landscape types of the uphill trail

Type Viewing Element The number of photos Type Viewing Element The number of photos
Structure | Natural | Artificial | Nov. May. | Total Structure | Natural | Artificial | Nov. May. | Total
PNO1 Ridge - 12 18 30 PNO1 Ridge - 20 16 36
PNO02 ;Zilli - 15 27 42 PNO2 Mo(t)llr::am ) 1 ” 54
PNO3 | Prospect Face - 11 13 24 “PNO3 | Prospect Peak 3 51 63 14
PNO04 Forest City 9 11 20 PN0O4 Valley - 17 1 18
PMO1 - City 19 23 42 PMO1 - City 17 22 39
SNO1 Surroundi Forest - 38 21 59 SNO1 | Surroundi | Forest - 64 50 114
SN02 ng Trail - 20 21 41 SN02 ng F & R - 42 - 42
SNO3 Forest Deck 13 1 14 ONO1 Tree - 50 11 61
ONO1 Tree - 38 11 49 Rock
ON02 Flower - - 11 11 ONO2 Face i = 3 %0
ONO3 Rock i 14 i 14 ONO3 Rock - 23 42 65
Face ONO04 . Water - 8 22 30
ONO4| Object | Rock | - 7 3 10 omor | Obeet [ Trail | 14 | 13 | 27
OMO1 - Trail 30 1 31 OMO02 - Building 9 16 25
OMO02 - Building | 12 11 23 OMO3 - Facility 34 22 56
OMO3 - Facility 6 5 11 OM04 - Wall 19 16 35
OMO04 - etc. 5 2 7 KOMO1 - Visitor 21 14 35
Total 249 179 428 Total 448 353 801
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zgske Aue ARHOE 4vind P4
RS AR, ATES 2 Fo] Vet
dae Amgue] ot 8 2T Aol
9 F 77 5 ok mE B9ele) Sold 8
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Foleh HWAQ BHE AEshe H4HRY

Ftadede AN AdAEY BRe] A

z2ok= €2 U2 daHe

T
-
3Tt ot

oy

T ol =R

/4 Wl A+t

A

Eede] tEAICP) T =AY Aol oA
ZJIHPMO1A, PNO2B), 873t FE4Y4e <3tstel
(Haneul-dari bridge) ollA] BleHE dl=9f o] o923l
ZZHSNO3A, SNO3B), & <olA B2 =49 s
HEHE FEH(SN02A) 52 RV 78 847 | A

Z37E v ZJONRA)S Ed1Zol

1=3
o el A Ut dEzdelth el SE5F FHE He
Bt

EE H39 22 AME F 4 IS A= YE H ZTPN03A) 5% FAISHA LERRT

Sk o A A 840 A F o BT HR, A EY SR dEAWCP) T MY FF
orelS nlglE Ao| YeRGT, 2po]HL A7) ulEt (PNO3A, PNO3B, PN03C, PNO3D)°] PN0O3 3
590 22 237, AYAEY dUEE FE 55 (ProspecttPeak)ol] <3t 53] 482 W Al
v AE Ueisth ole AdAHEY @Ert AF Al vkeHE ZIHPN03C) Wi hEd wle-riRhlA]
S 538t Aol 22 FII WA EYd-S HAE] Alo] F3F AHAA vlEHE ZIHPNO3B)©| H3E
A& oF ¢ H3AA He 7o AFZH Ao Ao R EFFATE olAY Y S oE AH
wZolgta & 4 Utk IF 849 A F X EF A vEEE o) o] gEkd & Y] wiEe] tEAA
A g 52 249 AD 59 gUE I AHEES (PEN)ell gt 12f7} Hasith AgEs E2olA

B2 WS wEoitta & 4 gtk
4 CHEZD 2 CHEAIRC] =A =] WEFWCP)2 HEE AAe] Fejoll AT
AU AT =A EE HA9} 2 AFAAE
Aol At 712oll w2t T ARolM TL Yz 2A4 o]9HR ATo] 2 o|21 Q= uiH A}
of thall =AF Feqake] 15% ool &9% Fds U= Huy gl EX ARoq =EF o uhed|
BHCP), 1 FY AT WEANHEPENSZ AT gzq Aoo] ghiriolth BEAYPENS Sl 8
k. A B AR 5Ed 428%, A EE 801 27} sl AEEY 93 ANAHEY gz w
gola 1919 FY ARFE A2 10785 1B8EIA o g Rae) 1FEe) Utk 2w B st
W R e A A IIAR e A ) mstale el ojs) Aol Wststn ol whet A
FA¢e] AR A B4 AR F A zxom g2e Ado] Y InE $Usthd, A
26.64%(1147), 27.72%(2227H< ZFA|SkaL THTable 4 AREE eBbg= ik L2+S u] sirtololA B 4
=) AE WEt} Areo] 4T ot =Ale AsAe]
HNesrl 7F8 =2 U324 3Cp)e 4% Ed2e 7 2 JEgRE Aute] wAR= ARS Hsstiy o
TREE| MEA] LA ekt 5% 7T 5 g
Aol B-5ul Feoez AA 40 T 2778(67.50%)°) F Sede] EATCP) L NEAYPEN)S] E49)
Gtk AGAEY SHEs fed gl nlekd w2 o] weke oM Bl = Ao AW T
T oo HA| 58% 3 349(58.62%)°] EF3t3 oty @ Ze WEATCPS ]S EAZQ fiato)
o FEAoR Aopt WejEA S iR SRl obd AT} Ao 23}, AAo] AU o] F=
H55 Aol e AHe-eElE HiekE ARl M o)23 qp = Axge we Aon spjoldA B
AEste ZaeE Yeisith

Table 4. Analysis of consensus photographs(CP)

Trail The number of | The number of the ave. number of the The number of CP | The percentage(%) of CP
respondents analysed photos | analysed photos per person
The Dulle-gil 40 428 10.7 11(114 photos) 26.64%(114/428)
The uphill 58 801 13.8 11(222 photos) 27.72%(222/801)
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Table 5 CPs in the uphill trail

ID Frequency % Landscape Types Contents of CP
PNO3A 34 58.62% Mangyeong-dae viewed at the top of the mountain
PNO3B 30 51.72% Prospect+Peak Insu-bong Peak viewed designated view points in the trail
PNO3C 25 43.10% Insu-bong Peak viewed at the top of the mountain
PMO1A 24 41.38% Prospect+City The panoramic view Eunpyeong-gu city at the top of the mountain
OMO3A 24 41.38% Object+Rock The rock viewed at the Baegun-dae Peak
PNO1A 17 29.31% Prospect+Ridge The ridge of Bukhansan Mt. at the Baegun-dae Peak
PNO3D 15 25.86% Prospect+Peak The Baegun-dae Peak viewed at the near top of the mountain
KOMO1A 15 25.86% Object+Visitor The visitors in rows to the peak viewed at the near top of the mountain
OMO4A 14 24.14% Object+Wall Baegun-dae small gate at the near top of the mountain
PNO2A 12 20.69% . Wonhyo-bong Peak viewed at the entrance of the trail
Prospect+Mountain - ; : - . -
PNO2B 12 20.69% Nojeok-bong with 3 peaks at the designated view point in the trail
The ‘Hameul-dari Designated The
end point baidge Wiew Point end polmt
Elevation  400.00 ;
Vegetaton Mimed COriental Dak Wizomd Origntal Ol
Kemel  100.00 i
Dendity
(%) 50.00 I I I :
o FH R0 B _0_nnN..
PEN @ @ @ @ @ @ @
ONOZA  PNOZA  SNOZA ONO3A PHOZB PHO1A SNOZA
PNO3A  SNOZB
ON02A PNO2A PNO3A
Consensus
Photographs
P

SN03B

PMO1A

PNO4A ONO3A

PNOZ2B

PNOIA

SNOZA -

28

sEAH

Figure 2. The Dulle-gil’s elevation, vegetation, kernel density of PEN, CP
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Table 6. CPs in the Dulle-gil
ID | Frequency % Landscape Types Contents of CP
PNOIA 27 67.50% Prospect+Ridge Jokduri-bong with 7 peaks at the designated view point in the 7 section
PMOIA | 15 37.50% Prospect-+City the panoramic view Bulgwang-dong city
at the designated view point in the 8 section
PNO4A 12 30.00% Prospect+Forest Forest of slope viewed in the 8 section
PNO2A 11 27.50% Prospect+Peak Jokduri-bong viewed at the start point in the 8 section
PNO3A 9 22.50% Prospect+Slope Slope and vegetation viewed in the 8 section
SNO2A 8 20.00% Surrounding+Trail The wide trail with sand soil viewed within forest in the 7 section
PNO2B 7 17.50% Prospect+Mountain The townscape with mountain viewed in the 7 section
ONO3A 7 17.50% Object+Rock face Rock face near viewed in the 8 section
SNO3A 6 15.00% Surrounding+Deck & Wooden deck within forest at the Skywalk
SNO03B [ 15.00% Forest Wooden deck within forest and rock face at the Skywalk
ONO02A 6 15.00% Object+Flower Stephanandra incisa at the start point in the 8 section
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Figure 4. The uphill trails elevation, vegetation, kernel density of PEN, CP
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