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An Analysis on the Measurement Items to Assess
the Landscape Value of Agriculture and Fisheries Heritage

Choi, Woo-Young * Min, Byoung-wook
Dept. of Landscape Architecture, Kyung Hee University
"Dept. of Landscape Architecture, Keimyung University

ABSTRACT : The purpose of this research is first, to define what measurement items in terms of subjective consideration and
preference can be used to assess the landscape values of agriculture and fisheries heritage, and second, to understand the perceptive
patterns particularly how landscape experts weigh up the importance of the each measurement item. In order to extract the
measurement items, extensive literature review was performed including research documents as well as domestic and international
policy reports. A survey targeting the experts was conducted to ask their opinions on the importance of the selected items. For the
analysis, SPSS 20.0 for Windows was used to carry out reliability analysis, descriptive statistics such as arithmetic mean and
frequency distribution, factor analysis, and multiple linear regression modeling. The results are: the importance value of the landscape
values in agriculture and fisheries heritage was 4.1494; the ratio value that the experts perceived the importance was 87.2%; and the
average of the importance value of the analyzed items was 3.71. All the items have more than 3.00. Ten factor groups were
summarized and defined whose total explanation power was 67.86%. The factor groups were named as lyricism, authenticity,
environmentally-friendliness, durability, recognizability, regionality, visibility, value of sightseeing, social image, and universality. The
factors influencing the landscape values are, in order of importance, recognizability, authenticity, visibility, universality, durability, and
nativeness. According to the analysis, however, environmentally-friendliness, regionality, value of sightseeing, and social image were
not as important.

Key words : Agriculture and Fisheries Heritage, Landscape Value, Measurement Items, Factor Analysis, Relation Analysis
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Table 1. Measurement Items to Assess the Landscape Value of Agriculture and Fisheries Heritage

Research on Agricultural and

R Research on Heritage .
e g Fisheries Landscapes

Items

@3] 1] 2] 3/ 4/ 5/6/ 7 891011121314 15 A B|C| D E| F/|GH I| J|K

-constructed for a long time

-contains representative quality

(D
-generated by human creativity ®
®
®
[

-contains unrivaled quality

-contains distinctive feature(s) [

-innovative and original o

-represents historically significant process o

-has enough elements to represent
the quality of place

-has uniqueness [
-has regionality [
-has identity
-has traditionality ® [
-closely related with traditional agriculture,
forestry and fishery

-has authenticity ® o e ® [
-has universality [ [

-durable based on reasonable value () ) ]

-has many things to see ®
-contains educational values

-well conserves and maintains resources L) L)

-clean and pleasant

-maintained and passed down by the
inhabitants

-sublated improvement according to
contemporary needs

-able to inspire the residents’ pride o °

-able to inspire a racial boast ® e e

-contains a sense of amusement [ ®

-worth entrance fee [ L)

-harmony with local scenary/ image o

-contributes to improving local scenary/ image o

-the degree of visual complexity is bearable o0 (o
-visually beautiful and attractive ® oo o o o 00 [
-the natural landscape is beautiful [ [ o o0 °
-contributes to biological diversity ® o ® [ o o [
-environmentally friendly [ o [

-has restorative capacity against environmental
deterioration and contamination

-environmentally friendly agriculture is
practiced

-productive activities are currently taking placg ® o e
-has noticeable philosophical background about]
the cultural heritage
-adjacent to nature and feels healthy ° oo
-has harmony between village and nature ® ®

-has religious values L d
-has artistic excellence o | o L)

92 SEAE, H20A H4Z, 20143
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-has potentials for tourism [

-has a sense of safety [

-historical values are tangible

-cultural values are tangible ®

-contemporary values are tangible

-provokes a desire to experience o

-contributes to the current amenity

-produces well-known local products and
good resources

-rurality is tangible

-feels relaxed and being rested

-peaceful and calm

-related with adjacent tourist attractions

-recalls childhood memories

-strengthens local attachment and sense of
belonging

-has sounds of nature

-has a sense of season

-provokes nostalgia to the past

QAAIFAISA71ZE, @GIAHS AA7|F, @NIAHS AA7E,  LYEA(2006), 2.7 %(2005), 3.74734%2001), 4.Frochot &
Hughes,(2000), 5.Garrod.B. & Fyall. A.(2000), 6.%F0]%5(2010), 7.-55%(1995), 8.3A7 AEH(2005), 9. 24X A} ©]&(2009), 10.8-
G A7 42000), 11.412]-2(2005), 12.-7553(2006), 13. 75782 AHH(2002), 14.015-8F 4E(2008), 15.842(2013), A 5=3EF
2(2009), B.A22K2007), CESALMNEATA2005), D.IAAFIIATAL2005), EZGHE2006), FEEZEH(1998),
G.OECD(2004), H.7+%9-8(2008), 1.Willits, Bealer & Timbers(1990), J.©15712} £4%1(2002), K.l T} ¥ H(2007)

Table 2. Selection of the Measurement Items to Assess
the Landscape Value of Agriculture and Fisheries
Heritage

e
[This landscape has been constructed for a long time.
[This landscape contains representative quality.
[This landscape contains unrivaled quality.
This landscape contains distinctive feature(s).
This landscape has enough elements to represent the
iquality of place.
[This landscape has uniqueness.
[This landscape has regionality.
[This landscape has identity.
[This landscape has traditionality.
This landscape is closely related with traditional
lagriculture, forestry and fishery.

Ao~

i
=

=

=

O (0|
=

=

This  landscape  includes  environmentally  friendly
lagriculture.

This landscape contains productive activities currently
taking place.

13 [Thi
14 [Thi
15 [Thi
16 [This landscape has many things to see.

17 [This landscape contains educational values.

This landscape well conserves and maintains natural
resources.

12

s landscape has authenticity.

=

s landscape has universality.

s landscape is durable based on reasonable value.

=

18

19 [This landscape is clean and pleasant.

20

This landscape is voluntarily maintained and passed down
by the inhabitants.

21

This landscape sublates improvement according to
contemporary needs

22

This landscape is able to inspire the residents’ pride.

23

This landscape strengthens local attachment and sense of
belonging.

24

[This landscape is worth entrance fee.

25

This landscape matches well with and improves local
limage and scenery.

26

[This landscape’s visual complexity is bearable.

27

[This landscape is visually beautiful and attractive.

28

[This landscape contributes to biological diversity.

29

[This landscape feels natural and healthy.

30

(This landscape has harmony between nature and village.

7]

31

[This landscape has artistic excellence.

32

[This landscape has potentials for tourism.

33

7]

[This landscape has a sense of safety.

34

[This landscape feels historically and culturally valuable.

7]

35

[This landscape is able to provoke a desire to experience.

36

This landscape is related with well-known local products
land good resources.

37

[This landscape has rurality provoking nostalgia.

38

[This landscape has a sense of being relaxed and rested.

39

[This landscape is peaceful and calm.

40

[This landscape is related with adjacent tourist attractions.

4

—_

[This landscape recalls childhood memories.

42

[This landscape has sounds of nature.

4

W

[This landscape has a sense of season.
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Table 3. Demographic Information 27 385 .897
28 413 .897
29 .584 .895
Character Frequirrl;y(pers Ratio(%) 30 478 896
31 421 .897
Gender Male 113 469 3 453 896
Female 128 53.1 3 408 397
20s 135 56.0 : :
30s 75 311 34 374 .897
Age 40 30 4 35 192 .900
over 50 1 0.4 gg ‘51(1)8 ggg
Student 130 53.9 : :
Landscape 38 .629 .893
. 39 .608 .894
architect-Landscape 60 249 40 263 '899
: Planner 41 .094 .902
Oceupation— - fect-Urban 2 203 900
30 124 43 534 895
Planner : E
Rural Planning 18 75 N of Items 43
Professor 3 1.2 Alpha 809
Sum 241 100.0
3, AZIE 2 4. SOIUSAR| HEIX| SXEI20| EoT B
A% 449 soldfael AW 4 B3 437
=2z H
of e A % B A2 s Adg ams ¢ SOl AW a5 S £
E24 A3} Cronbach?d ax 8992 YElY WA 213AS FAYRFAANA AAVIX Y FLREE 414942 ©]§-
7He Ae®E AHEL, FEo] A" AS

Cronbach®] a7} 899X} & 18(¢] el BE3 FAEl7)
Fzstth), 350 AHS AFJAE AT sheh, 41(0]
Ao ojAxAd FoEs wEeEA dh, 420 HHL
Ao &7t EHAhE A9l 397 35 AT A

2 FLES UL, H3 FesA &8, Fast
=z e cRES yIFle] 1 QXS B2l H|S
< 128%G1H)0l IH, Fagk, v F8F 5 1
T84S QT HlEL 87.2%Q210%)o.2 AATHAl =
%
A
H
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o

o]7} witKTable 6, 74=). olZA ey H$

3202 XA THTable 53%). (2014)0] ZF=3F vie} o] HME7ES Fo gkl
AT U9 28 AR Qs e o @
A . 3lols
Table 4. Reliability Analysis ARlstint.
. When Item
Revised Items- Removed- Table 5. Measured Importance of Landscape Value
Correlation
Cronbach Alpha Standard
1 299 .898 andar
3 330 208 Average Standard Error Deviation
3 .503 .896
4 338 .898 Importance 4.1494 .04860 75449
5 335 .898
6 .270 .899
7 491 .896
8 410 .897
190 gg? ggg Table 6. Frequency of the Measured Importance of
11 464 .896 Landscape Value
12 .392 .897
13 419 .897 Frequenc Percent Valid Cumulative
%g’ ‘3‘%(3) gg; dquency 3 Percent Percent
16 344 898 Never 2 8 8 8
17 369 898 Important
18 174 900 Not Important 6 25 2.5 33
19 .340 .898
20 321 898 Moderate 23 9.5 9.5 12.9
2 i 27 Tmportant 133 5522 552 68.0
%Z ggg ggg Very Important 77 32.0 32.0 100.0
25 526 895 Sum 241 100.0 100.0
26 328 .898
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38718 ET 25 33 ooz UEPdoEN 1
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33 3.2448 .06502 1.00945
34 4.0415 .05286 .82053
35 4.0452 .05159 .80083
36 3.6349 .06304 .97866
37 3.8299 .05968 92652
38 3.5353 .07249 1.12537
39 3.4481 .07316 1.13578
40 3.4274 .06401 99369
41 3.0705 .07620 1.18287
42 3.8340 .05752 .89294
43 3.5685 .08053 1.25020
Ry 3.7080 .05905 91667
. SAYRE FAE AR
AFH o AT Bolfire AW YT
o] o adlRAe ANs] S4e EEsdt
49155 WoEE T4

Table 7. Results of Measured Importance QIAE H o] o &2 ATolxe aglRatEe] 04
olgll W7t 7] wiEol 397 & HAE S8
Average Standard Error Standard
& Deviation TS 2RIEAMe] HIAHS Yehle KMO(Kaiser-
! 05269 S1736 Meyer-Olkin)t& 78092 WERRT, Bartletto] T34
2 3.6639 .06275 97420 ARz o] & olErEo o QolEAe] AL
3 37220 05459 84748 a8l frelsEel 000002 Eht a-le4e] A
4 4.0041 04972 77189 o] AgetH, F&ale] SATTL & Utk 8%
5 3.8921 05279 .81954 A A3 7] AFerelA ghol 12t A Jehd
g _3 o 8222; Zzggf Q9le 107)9) <dAEoR QokEldw, WA 29l o
9 IR 05023 77974 T, A ARAP, FEA, AL, A,
10 3.2863 06350 98583 AR, A A olmAP, cHEAPo® AHeolstytt
11 3.3195 .06787 1.05356 (Table9, 10 %1_&)
12 3.5560 .06216 96500
13 3.7344 .04972 77191
14 3.0041 07678 1.19198 Table 8. KMO and Bartlett’s Test Result
15 A28 04864 75502
16 3.4191 .06006 .93245 KMO’s Measure of Sampling Adequacy 780
17 3.1328 .06597 1.02419 X2 test 4969.110
18 DA 04809 74652 i .
19 3.9295 05877 91242 Bartlett’s Sphericity Test| Degree of Freedom 741
20 3.9378 05641 87575 Significance Probability .000
21 3.7220 .06658 1.03355
22 3.7884 .05230 .81191
2 38008 | 05460 | saTod 2. SO0 ZR XIS} SAEI=0| AN B
24 3.0249 .05576 .86567
25 3.6680 07219 1.12072 soldfrate] BertA et ST A wet
26 3.9087 .05453 .84654 S 9l AIBNAY AAFLEE FEHSZ Sl
27 3.8921 05010 77780 =amel ol Slo] CLEAl a3
= S| A A S E =S 2] 1
28 3.7012 05975 92756 ‘”73 el dAFE SPASE st gdIse
29 4.0415 05253 81544 AE AASATE 3AES 2, 239 A Fat
30 4.0373 05238 81308 ©] 5360(p<0.001)Z e} frojido] wje He& Zo=E
31 3.0415 05991 93002 Ay, AAAFRY) Fol 04802  AAHTe]
32 3.6598 .05580 .86626
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%o o7 YEPtKTable 113%). &, A% A&7 J Aok & o+ ok a7 BEE 5(2013)2 AlAIFS
2 Tl At AR A FEA, R4, Al FAAEe Abolgl= f4k(living heritage)’ S 2% ‘H5
A, BAA, AEA, AL T8 8lolH, A4, 2]l B Z(dynamic conservation)°l&td F /Md-E A=
A4, BB7EH, ABA olmAlE AUdor @ FQ 3F AL, AAZQ2013)2 FolPaks B XY 243
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Table 9. Factor Analysis on Importance

ERss
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
This landscape i1s peaceful and calm. .849|.110[.180].045[.063 |.117 [-.041]|.112[.016].015
This landscape has a sense of season. .841 | .018 |.077 | .006 | .094 |-.027|.174 | .024 | .014 | .090
Lyricism  [This landscape has a sense of being relaxed and rested. .8211.028 | .167 |.042 |.109 | .214 | .090 | .038 | .091 | .047
This landscape’s visual complexity is bearable. .813 |-.010{.162 |-.093|.083 | .133 |-.023|.044 | .081 | .123
[This landscape has rurality provoking nostalgia. .694 -.130{.110 | .184 [-.099] .149 |-.159] .343 | .030 |-.008
Th1s .landscape is voluntarily maintained and passed down by the 0581 786 | 0001 119 1-076! 049 | 126 |-031! 172 |-058
linhabitants.
. [This landscape has uniqueness. -.018].714 | .101 |-.254| .083 | .052 |-.016| .057 |-.046] .228
Authenticity [This landscape has authenticity. -.062]|.690 | .004 | .108 |-.130| .084 | .228 | .165 | .144 | .008
This landscape has identity. .047 |.685 | .117 |-.127|.275|.069 |-.134|.200 | .089 | .031
This landscape has traditionality. 212 1.535(.201 | .081 |.362 | .073 [-.060|-.045|-.138| .133
This landscape is closely related with traditional agriculture. -.032].490 |-.067]| .402 | .197 |-.076| .069 |-.316] .302 |-.153
) This landscape contributes to biological diversity. 216 | .071 ] .805 | .028 |-.028|.079 | .068 |-.028| .013 | .140
EnvironmentThis landscape feels natural and healthy. 349 | .153 | .647 | .241 | .248 |-.072].164 | .105 |-.008 |-.093
ally-friendliThis landscape has harmony between nature and village. .304 | .082 | .564 | .208 | .305 | .052 | .073 |-.082].092 |-.203
ness This landscape includes environmentally friendly agriculture. .140|.310 | .541 |-.180].200 |-.064 |-.058| .323 | .019 | .278
This landscape has a sense of safety. .370 |-.139] .460 | .003 |-.017|.167 | .227 | .296 | .111 | .005
This landscape is durable based on reasonable value. .056 [-.098 |-.084 | .683 | .087 | .243 |-.001|.179 | .051 |-.156
_— This landscape sublates improvement according to contemporary| 037 0621 1211 675 0231 226 |-035| 027 |-310! 349
ability needs
[This landscape contains productive activities currently taking place. |.023 |.019 |.215|.664 | .099 |-.096|.244 | .038 | .018 | .115
This landscape has been constructed for a long time. .001 |.397 1.307 [ .418 | .168 | .125 |-.098|-.136| .012 |-.055
This landscape contains distinctive feature(s). 471 1.057 |.102 | .086 | .645 | .103 | .042 |-.041|-.024|-.001
This landscape has enough elements to represent the quality of]
Recognizabip]ace, - 171 .151|.042 | .249 | .631 | .193 | .060 | .031 | .141 | .052
lity This landscape contains unrivaled quality. 204 |-.086|.031 | .492 | .583 | .074 |-.216| .111 |.030|.102
This landscape contains representative quality. 167 | .462 | .208 |-.061|.548 | .077 | .165|.043 |.013 | .130
This landscape has many things to see. .092 | .382 |-.097| .297 [-.444| .259 | .263 | .140 | .199 | .329
[This landscape is able to inspire the residents’ pride. .166 | .126 | .086 | .111 |.158 |.749 | .108 |-.089].191 |-.145
Regionality [This landscape strengthens local attachment and sense of belonging. | .335 | .141 |-.032|.150 | .172 | .737 | .000 [-.071|-.106|-.070
[This landscape has regionality. 431.013|.137|.106 [-.034|.524 | .306 | .099 |-.024| .195
Visibility This landscape is visually beautiful and attractive. .066 | .208 | .132|.092 | .086 | .178 | .772 | .017 | .034 |-.064
This landscape has artistic excellence. 490 |-.037].146 | .048 |-.054|-.014|.513 | .063 | .119 | .126
This landscape is worth entrance fee. .338 1.068 | .134 | .207 [-.056|-.242|.018 | .671 | .169 | .002
Sightseein Th@s landscape i.s rellated wiygl adialcelgi tourilst a{tractions, .2821.399 |-.055|.207 | .090 |-.051|.023 | .558 |-.240] .035
value gjurlj:sdscape is related with well-known local products and good_ ;01 751 | 2071 146| 375 | 330 | 224 | 431 201 | .175
This landscape has potentials for tourism .3881.249 |-.283|-.043| .116 | .157 | .229 | .393 | .387 | .010
Souia This landscape matches well with and improves local image and 05| 222 | 0471169 070 | 028 | 1621 079 | 624! 095
scenery.
Image This landscape feels historically and culturally valuable. =122 .115|.479 | .157 |-.069] .345 |-.080|-.020 | .534 | .209
[This landscape contains educational values. 286 | .153 | .350 | .205 | .226 |-.097|-.401| .036 | .458 | .244
Universality Th@s landscape has universality. .183|.2271.287|.032 [ .203 |-.121|-.153|.015 | .140 | .669
This landscape is clean and pleasant. .391 |-.022(-.241|.202 [-.018|-.093| .330 | .071 | .163 | .561
Eigenvalue EV 5.36713.852|2.995(2.699|2.544(2.194|1.865|1.749|1.6401.562
Index of Dispersion CV (%) 13.762/9.8777.679|6.921 | 6.522 | 5.626 | 4.781 | 4.485 | 4.205 | 4.006
Cumulative Index of Dispersion TV (%) 13.762023.64031.319138.24044.762150.388155.169159.654163.85967.864
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