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An Analysis of Landscape Change Factors on Restoration Project of

Ecological Ridgeline using Landscape Adjectives®
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the preference and image on landscape of before and after
the restoration in the four study areas where the restoration project of Baekdudaegan ecological ridge-
line was carried out and to explore the change factors of image preference according to restoration
project. The study areas were Beoljae, Thwaryeong, Bijoryeong, and Yuksimnyeong and 248 ques-
tionnaires were used for analysis. As a result of the recognition analysis on restoration project of eco-
logical ridgeline, the awareness of the project was low at 2.63, the satisfaction of the project was 3.42,
and necessity of the project was 4.07. In terms of the preference analysis for landscape photographs,
the all preferences of four sites were improved after the project than before. In the result of the land-
scape image evaluation, images such as ‘lifeless’, "uniform’ and ‘ugly’ were high before the project,
however, images such as ’clean’, ‘tidy’, and ‘stable’ were high after the project. As a result of analyz-
ing the change factors of image preference according to the restoration project, adjectives such as ‘beau-

tiful-ugly’ and ‘open-closed’ influenced the preference change in common. These findings can be uti-
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lized as the base data for the planning direction for the construction of new ecological ridgeline or

the landscape conservation of existing ecological ridgeline.

Key Words : Landscape Image Evaluation, Landscape Recovery, Backdudaegan, Ecological Ridgeline,

Landscape Adjective
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Figure 1. Geographical location of study area

Table 1. Status of study area

Division Address Time Of Period of restoration Implementing
fragmentation agency
San 112, Jeokseong-ri,
Beoljae Dongro-myeon, Munkyeong-si, 1930 2012. 4. ~ 2013. 7. Munkyeong
Gyeongbuk
San 1, Jujin-ri, Yeonpung-myeon,
Th 192 2012. 4. ~ 2012. 11.
waryeong Goesan-gun, Chungbuk 5 0 0 Goesan
San 17-6, Donggwan-ri,
Bijoryeong Hwanam-myeon, Sangju-si, 1960 2013. 7. ~ 2014. 6. Sangju
Gyeongbuk
San 155, Myeongdeok-ri,
Western K
Yuksimnyeong Janggye-myeon, Jangsu-gun, 1927 2011. 12. ~ 2013. 6. estertt c?rea
forest service
Jeongbuk
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Selection of landscape adjectives indicators

Uss Expert
Literature fraquancy 2 |E.1I'I[]S.CHDE survey 1 Ignd;cape
p— TS adjective adjective
and abovs indicators ai';‘:;’g’a indicators
Photographing and selecting landscape photographs
Photographing and seleciing representative Photo
landscape photographs by regions correction

Before restoration After restoration

selected photos direct photographing

Survey on restoration of ecological ridgeline

Survey on user and major
(2016.4.18.~5.16.)

252 copies
out of 260 copies

of ecological ridgeline
+ Preference survey
- Landscape image evaluation

+ Recognition on restoration project

!

Analysis of landscape change factors
on restoration project of ecological ridgeline

herricr || pelion ][ cnarg s
S image preferences
(recognition etc.) landscape adjective) ge p

Figure 2. Procedure of this study
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Before restoration After restoration
(a) Landscape photograph in Beoljae

Before restoration After restoration
(b) Landscape photograph in Thwaryeong

Before restoration After restoration
(c) Landscape photograph in Bijoryeong

Before restoration After restoration
(d) Landscape photograph in Yuksimnyeong

Figure 4. Landscape photograph of before and after restoration by regions
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics of respondents

Category N %

User 124 50.0

Type Major 124 50.0
Total 248 100.0

Male 176 71.0

Female 71 28.6

Gender —

Missing data 1 0.4

Total 248 100.0

< 20’s 129 52.0

30’s 31 12.5

40’s 50 20.2

Age

>50’s 37 14.9

Missing data 1 0.4

Total 248 100.0

Student 122 49.2

Housewife 19 7.7

Office clerk 23 9.3

Occupation b lic servant | 13 | 52
Professional 38 15.3

Others 16 6.5

Missing data 1 0.4
Total 248 100.0
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Table 3. Results of recognition analysis on restoration project of ecological ridgeline

Item N Mean S.D.
Awareness on restoration project 248 2.63 1.15
Satisfaction on restoration project 248 342 0.79
Sustainable necessity on restoration project 248 4.07 0.78
Table 4. Visiting experience in study area
Beoljae Ihwaryeong Bijoryeong Yuksimnyeong
Cat
alegory N % N % N % N %
Experience 201 81.0 132 532 220 89.1 215 86.7
No experience 47 19.0 116 46.8 27 109 33 13.3
Total 248 100.0 248 100.0 247 100.0 248 100.0
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Figure 5. Results of preference analysis on landscape photographs
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Figure 6. Results of image evaluation using landscape adijectives
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Table 5. Bivariate analyses of image between before and after restoration
Beoljae Thwaryeong Bijoryeong Yuksimnyeong
Landscape adjective Difference T Difference T Difference T Difference T
open-closed 0.57 3.70* 0.61 3.45* 1.44 9.33* 0.63 3.90*
clean-dirty 2.12 15.49* 3.00 | 23.02* 3.03 | 25.86* 2.11 16.37*
wide-narrow 0.98 647" 0.63 3.80* 191 13.58* 0.77 4.95*
various-uniform 220 17.62* 1.85 | 13.11* 223 | 17.34* 1.77 12.91*
lively-lifeless 271 20.70* 291 | 21.35* 3.00 | 22.78* 2.38 18.15*
beautiful-ugly 222 18.62* 277 | 20.63* 3.00 | 23.63* 2.30 18.29*
stable-unstable 2.10 16.25% 2.88 | 23.01* 2.87 | 21.88* 243 18.90*
natural-artificial 1.54 10.75% 0.79 4.82* 0.73 426" 1.28 8.03*
tidy-untidy 1.87 14.80* 299 | 2371% 287 | 22.74* 2.50 19.76*
harmonious-inharmonious 2.03 15.15% 2.19 | 16.58* 2.11 15.27* 221 16.59*
orderly-disorderly 1.66 12.19* 2.61 | 20.92% 2,60 | 19.77* 2.49 20.47*
preference 1.34 18.78% 1.92 | 25.39%* 1.78 | 24.36** 1.22 16.58*
*P<.0.01
3. MElS SRAIK0 [E 00X MS HH5R 7FE A, o (H2&-F20] —0252% &
ol B P MA= AeRE FAHAT ©, 5719 4
e & B ol 2 ti A ofn)#] A ozl F He-Fe A Aol o
T Wgtagls $Ash| g8 dak HskE & g T o2 eyt Solg e
SHER T A 8AL HskE SHASRE 2 Ql(open)’ F-8&ALS] A RS EUAN A
sk 9AIA T8 A4S Table 62} Zo] o] zpolgko]l AA] Sk=Hl, G o] 71
gttt AA71A, ZH2e] AR eAL B & A Jehd Zolth ol AHSE B o]x9
=384 T ez st alAstsict i AN HY o]F e /e A Aol
Ao olmA] A3 Wslaols EAM A3, ¥ WA ekskol, 1 Apolrh gRAEd Al 2
7}EE o] FgkE 25.004(p<0.0)= o8kl Y G T WE oz dET o]t A
Ehgon wdle] Ml (adi-R)S 33.1%% & £ siAsid, Al 75 7189 B3t gln
v ATt F 1180 AR LA 7 549 FE Abkatn, #2291 olm| A7t RS 2R
AL frefnlg FEke X = A= UEyiTh el 7de] Py do] gtrEu s T $ho] &
TN QLA AL, obFTHE-FTHbeautiful- e lon, AR Ftol et 7fHrto] 2Hy
ugly)’, ‘Bl 4 8- 2K (tidy-untidy)’ of AAAQ olgthe= Bt SHEHA A
5 4] ‘o‘ﬂﬁ/\} Fo4E 1% oHell A o250 FAAN s ¢ Aoem A &
T Hgld] g v= AoZ Yy, <F Utk o, dubdom Aol W A HSE
7l =- g 7l = (stable-unstable)” & -&A= b EE ACR oFE £ o, # AT A
ol % 5% olUelA dzx= sl JaF o H]Fol & w], 7izte] FaskA|Rt U7 4
TE Aom BAHAUH & FRET o= F L] Jhigte] SHHE F&
3 }F o] A7|5 AW, A -H A o] Aare AR 3= T e
A F&A EFSATTE 039002 ERY e = ATk
Ase W] 7P 2 43S Fe JloE 3 o|slEd ] e S Wislel W ofn]A] M ¥
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Table 6. Results of multiple regression analysis by regions

Unstandardized
Variable coefficient Beta t Sig. F Adj. R
B SE
(Constant) 0702 | 0.097 7265 | 0.000
stable-unstable 0096 | 0042 | 0173 | 2265 | 0024
. open-closed 0.181 | 0033 | 0390 | 5474 | 0.000 .
Beoljae beautifulugly | 0.113 | 0040 | 0.189 | 2806 | 0005 | %% | 031
wide-narrow 0.119 | 0034 | 0252 | -3.506 | 0.001
tidy-untidy 0.105 | 0041 | 0.186 | 2.582 | 0.010
(Constant) 0939 | 0.110 8.542 | 0.000
beautiful-ugly 0220 | 0036 | 0397 | 6.064 | 0.000
Ihwaryeong open-closed 0.060 | 0.026 0.142 2.338 0.020 | 54.284* 0.469
natural-artificial | 0.068 | 0027 | 0.150 | 2.566 | 0.011
clean-dirty 0090 | 0038 | 0.157 | 2.383 | 0018
(Constant) 0926 | 0.111 8367 | 0.000
harmoni
Bijoryeong mharmomons 0152 | 0041 | 0287 | 3705 | 0000 | .. o | oo
beautiful-ugly 0.110 | 0046 | 0192 | 2379 | 0018
various-uniform | 0.090 | 0044 | 0.158 | 2.060 | 0.040
(Constant) 0395 | 0092 4296 | 0.000
. beautiful-ugly 0203 | 0041 | 0347 | 4935 | 0.000 .
Yuksimnycong open-closed 0094 | 0025 | 0206 | 3689 | 0000 | O3O38 | 0433
lively-lifeless 0.127 | 0040 | 0228 | 3.170 | 0.002
*: p<0.01
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Table 7. Change factors of preference on restoration project of ecological ridgeline

Landscape adjective Beoljae

Thwaryeong Bijoryeong Yuksimnyeong

open-closed O

O - (@)

clean-dirty -

) - ;

wide-narrow O

various-uniform -

lively-lifeless -

beautiful-ugly O
O

stable-unstable

natural-artificial -

tidy-untidy O

harmonious-inharmonious -

orderly-disorderly -

O: Regression coefficient is significant at the 0.05 level.
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