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ABSTRACT

Currently, the object of conservation in heritage conservation is defined as “the value of the heritage” and the value-based
management plan has been introduced. Most of traditional temples in korea have been sustained over 1000 years, which make
them mixed heritages, including cultural, religious and natural heritages. Therefore, traditional temples should be managed by
value-based management plans. This article aims to develop the values and assessment indicators of traditional temple areas
and to evaluate the importances of the values and indicators, in order to prepare the basic materials for conserving the values
of traditional temples.

This study used the diverse research methods such as literature review, in-situ survey, in-depth interview, focus group interview,
questionnaire survey. The results showed that the identified values and assessment indicators of traditional temple area were
defined as three classes: high class value was consisted of intrinsic value and use value, middle class values were 10 (5 for
intrinsic and 5 for use value). 5 middle class values belonging to the intrinsic value were religious/humanity, historical, cultural,
environmental/ecological, landscape values. 5 values constituting the use value were social, educational, therapeutic, recreational,
and economic values. As a low class, 102 assessment indicators were identified.

60 participants (30 buddhism people, 30 KNPS people) evaluated the importances of the developed values and indicators,
using the pairewise comparison for the values and the interval scale for the indicators. It was found that both groups evaluated
the use value more important than the intrinsic value and that religious/humanity, landscape, environmental/ecological, economic,
recreational values were evaluated more important than the other middle class values. It was also revealed that the two groups
were different in their assessments of the indicators. Based on the results, some suggestions were made to improve the management
of the traditional temple areas.
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Table 1. Cultural heritage values identified in foreign studies

I, °|E3 gt

strite] Jtx|of et =elHF

HO

AR 7HA o] tigt At F2 9ol APEGeH,
AL 1AL B33 (Society for the protection of ancient
buildings: SPAB) AAR(1877, [12]914] 214). Riegle(1902,
[12]4 ¢14). Venice Charter(1964)[13], Llpe(1984)[12],
Burra Charter (1998)[14], Frey(1997)[15], English heritage
(1997, 2008)[16][17], Mason(1999)[18], Clark(2006)[19] &
o] ZFECHTable 1 &%),
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Researcher Identified values
SPAB, 1877 artistic, picturesque, historical, antique, substantial
_ o L h .
Riegle, 1902 commemorative : age, historical, deliberate commemorative

- present : art, use

Venice Charter, 1964

aesthetic, historical, archaeological, indirect (age, use)

Lipe, 1984

associative-symbolic, informational, aesthetic, economic

Frey, 1997

economic (monetary, option, existence, bequest), prestige, educational

English Heritage, 1997

cultural, educational and academic, economic, resource, recreational, aesthetic

Burra Charter, 1998

aesthetic, historical, scientific, social

sociocultural (historical, cultural/symbolic, social, spiritual/religious, aesthetic)

Mason, 1999 . . .
son economic(use, non use: existence, option, bequest)
instrumental: education, recreation, economic, social
Clark, 2006 intrinsic: evidential, historical, aesthetic, communal

institutional: communicational

English Heritage, 2008

evidential, historical, aesthetic, communal
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Table 2. Resources and values of traditional temple area

Resources Values
High class Middle class Sub class Middle class High class
tangible
religious - ne - religious
intangible
humanity intangible humanity
tangible
cultural - - cultural
intangible
o tangible - intrinsig yalue:
historical - - historical religious
m.tang1ble humanity
Environmental environmental/ environmental environmental/ cultural
Tesources ecological ecological ecological historical
principle of spatial composition env1ronrllieptjll/
ecologic
designed cultural landscape Jan dsci
(architecture, facility, garden) pe
organically evolved cultural landscape
landscape (entrance, main access, sub access, pilgrimage route) landscape
combined cultural landscape
(harmony with surrounding natural landscape)
natural landscape(forest, water)
religious
monks cultural
humanity
temple operational man power €Conomic
people religious intrinsic value:
believers eiﬁ?&;nal reﬁl‘%oﬁ‘
) cultur.
therapeutic humanity
H recreational
uman i .
resoUrces temple visitors thcelr]ipu?;ltlc use V?lzze'
N historical Soad,
visitors - educational,
i{flcreatlortlgl recreational
fourism visitors il therapeutic
historical econormic
socigl
plé)gSlle various groups of local people esgggggjl
cultural

Table 3. Revised values and contents of the values

High class Middle class Contents of values
religious/humanity religious spirit, training, propagation, activities, humanistic spirit, ideological foundation
historical connection to the past
Intrinsic value cultural cultural assets, cultural activities
environmental/ecological environmental cleanliness, ecological diversity
landscape temple-like, beauty, harmony, traditionality, harmony with nature
social life in community, pride, sense of belonging, sense of community

educational opportunity for learning

Use value recreational visitor activities and culture corresponding to the nature of temple
therapeutic healing experiences and activities corresponding to the nature of temple
€conomic opportunity of employment, activation of regional economy
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Table 4. Values, resources. and indicators of traditional temple area

High Middle Sub
class class Resources contributing to the value ndicat
value value Incicator
tangible (gate, access, religious space, religious structure, religious remains, religious sites)
religious intangible(religious training, propagation, religious activities, religious persons, incidences, ideas, legend, life 19
and living, crafts)
o tangible (historical sites)
historical - - . . . ; 7
intangible(historical persons, incidences, archaeological information)
tangible(designated, non designated tangible cultural heritages)
cultural intangible(designated, non designated intangible cultural heritages, legend and tales, cultural events and 3
activities)
Intrinsic environmental environment (air, water, noise and vibration, trash, environmental infra) 5
/ecological ecology (floral and founa, biotope)
principles of spatial composition(layouts of temple, entry system)
designed cultural landscape(architecture, structures, gardens)
organically evolved cultural landscape
landscape (entrance, main access, sub access, pilgrimage route) 15
combined cultural landscape(harmony with surrounding natural landscape, destruction of natural landscape)
water landscape(river, water facilities)
nature and forest landscape(scenic spot, special nature, forest landscape)
community welfare(welfare facilities and programs)
social social activities(participation in social organizations and social activities, volunteer work) 12
enhancement of regionality (regional representativeness, formation of community relationship)
] religious education(program and facilities)
educational - - 9
general eduction(school, education program)
) visitor experience(visitor numbers, visitor satisfaction, religious identity)
Use recreational - - - 4
importance of resources(regional representativeness)
) utility facilities(healing facilities)
therapeutic - — . ; - . - ) 6
use experiences(visitor numbers, visitor satisfaction, religious identity)
employment opportunity (number of hired local people, ratio of permanent employers, number of volunteers)
economic activation of regional economy (development of traditional industry and products, development of 7
urban-rural cooperative system)
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Table 5. Weight analysis of the 2 high class values

High class values KNPS (30) Buddhism (30)
intrinsic value 0.233 0.361
uses value 0.768 0.639
total 1 1

2) F97 AE FoE 37
F9PHRe] o Al Aake U
o gigto] BHHYT £1% S P A F9
A% B, FL G B3 rﬂv 2% Frhas
S B¥ F Y99 Holsh HAHTH Tatle ). BuA 35
A B, B, B QA Boe] 02 vpehie
FYTABATHY Aol ook W2 FI 3T, B
Y, 2ok A £02 et 2 YTl duy e
BEe Be BAL 00760)n FPFAVLATHL 00852

H|&0] 016 o]}

T A AL 289 £02 et F AT 2R
AZHAE 7V 88 H7iehe & 4 Qo 24 e o
A HgY HE B B 008000 I FddETT
2 00798 vehd,

oo

Table 7. Weight analysis of the 5 middle class values

U
Table 6. Weight analysis of the 5 middle class values
Intrinsic values Buddhism (14) KNPS (18)
landscape 0.367 0.225
evironmental/ecological 0.207 0.195
religious/humanity 0.150 0.302
historical 0.148 0.129
cultural 0127 0.149
total 1 1

o[§4 75 st S SR (A, B AR A
F 2o gt o= WHETE Y F Jdo] gAFe
2 JAIBITH Table 7). A 9] 4L 7HsA17F A, 8. A

$oll= A

8, A, 1%} o Uehte, FUTH 4

Use values Buddhism(17) KNPS (20)
economic 0.328 0.273
recreational 0.294 0.223
social 0.142 0.164
therapeutic 0.120 0.199
educational 0.115 0.140

total 1 1

3) AE B FLE 37}

2 749 BB i FaE Wk 53 BUAES
Agstgon, SuA 090 TAFAVRE 039 A7

BE BAEGT, F AT 2 Rl EAS SUSE 00658 A
staick

(1) FXAE7A] A% g3t FLE Bt

1978 FXAE7HA] A2l thgt H7Htable 8)E HH ZA
PFiro] 362(EnA: 390, =P F YLk 334)E e
U ek B7HEE3e HYE B EnA7 S93gEE
TR =A Uehdth pEA R gt B7kE B %7t
Hdite] 40(F83%H o] e ARE B BuA7L T4 =1

ST FTo] =2 ‘:'“El o], FuA x| tiFt FHF
°JJ*EIJ‘UH Ql4jo] whe-g o &= Qlrk &3], 197 A& of
o t- Hﬁﬁd—i‘ﬁfxﬁﬁ o7} HAEE A& 10
MEnI7EY Z2EBA p=0.024: 03 %&/\4 p=0.002: &
nF oJu)y, p=0.001: T2 A4, p S7HEA|
Aol FEA, p=0000; Ti7|5e] B4, p—o.ooo: 2739
ARe] 243} p=0.009: ”z‘}%i «l 2 p=0000; A% @
AT 4, p=0.000: Qe ZuEAsL p=0.000)=2 et
ot S 3gTE T Bt 1—‘5 TAFEY FF gt
°l m‘lﬁ} A#e1 Grlshey], o AFAREo] Aok 7]
A FafAtolets HE FERAQ SHTdTETH

o] QL4skY RBhT SIchs 2 AL ek

142

2) B371A9 AN AR et FoE B}
—Eri}ﬂili} GAZHA] A0 gt FH7Htable 9, table 10)&
W Eopix| o] AHEFgro] 363(BRA: 370, FHFTAT
ﬂ—'—‘:} 3.58), 9AIA 9 AABFZo] 3.84(E A 3.86, =
TUEEFS: 383) 2 vERdth T GAEA] A3l gt
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Table 8. Importance evaluation of religious value indicators

Ais WA Fad A Z3Hol didh =HEd
He}F3EY o] W& thal Befar Qlck whHe| 87 &
SPEA] Aol gigt t-EAANE BY 2 AR(HFnE £
3HPAL p=0.026: B|ZnA Z3E p=0022) A F At
7k Apol7h EHH.

Indicators Salieholders Average
Buddhism KNPS
1. kinds and quantity of religious relics 406 4.00 4.03
2. kinds and quantity of religious spaces and facilities(gates, buildings, etc) 393 3.80 3.86
3. kinds and quantity of religious sites that are not designated as cultural heritages 3.76 3.70 3.73
4. condition of religious sites that are not designated as cultural heritages 393 3.70 381
5. sufficiency of religious spaces(capacity of the temple for spaces and buildings, etc) 3.83 3.26 3.55
6. religious importance (three treasure temples, nine zen tempels, ten hwa-um temples, etc) 4.40 3.70 4,05
7. religious meanings(representative kwan-eum temples, jijang temples, pray temples, etc) 434 3.60 396
8. religious symbolism(important religious legend and tales, etc) 446 383 415
9. religious traditionality (holding on to the traditional ways for ceremonies and rituals, etc) 423 3.86 4,05
10. relationship to the important religious people 403 3.70 3.86
11. establishment of monk educational system(precept temple, lecture temple, zen temple,
chanting temple, etc) 420 308 361
12. the degree of the activation of propagation 396 2.83 340
13. the degree of the activation of religious events 3.70 3.03 3.36
14. presence of intangible arts and crafts(Bara dances, etc) 3.56 3.20 3.38
15. presence of tangible arts and crafts 3.56 3.26 341
16. number of monks living in the temple 3.56 2.26 3.10
17. number of believers and believer organizations 3.56 2.63 2.96
18, the degree of activation of internet propagation 3.66 2.32 2.96
19. presence of thought related with mountain where the temple located(five mountain thoughts,
folklore faith, etc) 340 366 353
range of evaluation averages 340-4.46 2.26-4.0 36
(total average) (3.90) (3.34) ’
Table 9. Importance evaluation of cultural value indicator
Indicators - Stalieholders Average
Buddhism KNPS
1. designation as a traditional temple 3.76 3.60 3.68
2. kinds and quantity of designated tangible and intangible cultural heritages 390 4,06 398
3. kinds and quantity of undesignated tangible and intangible cultural heritages 3.56 3.73 3.65
4. management condition of separate cultural heritage 4.20 433 4,26
3. presence of religious legend and tales 3.56 3.70 3.63
6. awareness of the existing non religious legend and tales 3.70 3.46 358
7. non religious cultural events 346 2.86 316
8. non religious cultural activities 343 2.80 311
range of evaluation averages 343-4.20 2.80-4.33 363
(total average) (3.70) (3.58) )

22 Journal of the Korean Institute of Traditional Landscape Architecture 102



TEAE BEX|9| 71x| H

WKE == @EEREREEE MY M4s)

Table 10. Importance evaluation of historical value indicator

) Stakeholders
Indicators - Average

Buddhism KNPS
1. the date when the temple first built 410 383 3.9
2. kinds and quantity of designated monuments 4.03 3.76 390
3. kinds and quantity of designated historical material 4.00 383 391
4. presence of non religious un designated historical sites 343 3.60 351
5. condition of non religious un designated historical sites(orals, records, grounds, remains) 346 363 355
6. presence of archaeological information 396 4.06 401
7. importance of existent archaeological information 4,06 413 410
range of evaluation averages 3.43-4.06 3.60-4.13 384

(total average) (3.86) (3.83) '
(3) SR A A7 T FLE F7} 4) AR/ A8 Bg F2E B}
SANEIR ) A Fo| et B/FATE W (Table 11) A 15711 AW A\ ®o| et BAATH Table 1202 BH A

ABdghol 378(EnA!: 384 FHFEBYTHE: 3722 Y
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7he SEsETes ol wA vEdth ol dn =5 A A vehht dFAY Aoy = A9 € HxAY B
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oFsim, i TS HojFa Yok Ae AL 2A Y B dAAA $84e 7L e ¥
Table 11. Importance evaluation of environmental/ecological value indicator
) Stakeholders
Indicators - Average
Buddhism KNPS

1. condition of air quality (indoor/outdoor) 420 370 395
2. condition of water/drinting water quality 416 370 393
3. generation of trash 4,00 353 3.76
4. management condition of trash 4,06 3.66 3.86
5. condition of noise and vibration 390 3.63 3.76
6. presence and management of basic environmental facilities 393 4.00 3.96
7. condition of acid rain 3.80 340 3.60
8. presence of legally protected plants and condition of protected areas 4,03 410 4,06
9. presence of special species and korea endemic species 3.83 4,03 393
10. vegetation type(conifer, deciduous, mixed forest, half natural forest, artificial forest) 3.83 3.60 371
11. number of appearing species 346 346 346
12. condition of wild plants and ecologically disturbing species 3.56 3.76 3.66
13. stage of succession (degree of green) 3.76 3.73 3.75
14. use intensity and possibility of disturbance 3.66 3.96 381
15. scarcity of biotop 346 353 3.50

range of evaluation averages 3.46-4.20 3.40-4.10 378

(total average) (3.34) (3.72) ’
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Table 12. Importance evaluation of landscape value indicator

Indicators - Stekehalders Average
Buddhism KNPS

1. designation of scenic spot 3.96 3.76 3.86
2. preservation of the principle of spatial composition(spatial composition and entry system) 3.96 390 393
3. templelikeness of the new and renovated structures(buildings and facilities: shape, material, scale, color) 416 410 413
4. harmony between the new and renovated structures with the existent buildings 4,26 410 418
5. the traditionality of garden style 3.73 410 391
6. templelikeness of garden facilities(shape, material, scale, color) 3.86 4,00 393
7. templelikeness of entry area landscape(shopping district, resident area below the temple) 416 400 4.08
8. templelikeness of main entry landscape 4.30 410 420
9. templelikeness of subsidiary entry landscape(road to small temples, pilgrimage route) 413 3.96 4,05
10. harmony between artificial structures and surrounding natural landscape 433 443 438
11. destrurction of surrounding natural landscape(excessive slope, landscape destruction) 4,06 446 4.26
12. naturalness and alteration of the river and 3.76 393 3.85
13. templelikeness of water facilities(pond) 353 3.66 3.60
14. presence specially beautiful natural landscape elements 3.80 393 3.86
15, presence of specially beautiful plants and trees unique to the temple 3.80 3.86 3.83

range of evaluation averages 3.53-4.33 3.66-4.46 400

(total average) (3.99) (4.01) ’
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Table 13. Importance evaluation of educational value indicator
Stakeholders
Indicators - Average
Buddhism KNPS
1. presence of the program for religious education 423 3.30 376
2. diversity of the user of religious education(age, social group) 423 3.20 371
3. degree of activation of religious education 4,16 343 3.80
4. satisfaction of the users of religious education 423 3.63 393
5. presence of the program for general education (local people) 4.03 3.30 3.66
6. diversity of the user of general education(age, social group) 413 3.30 371
7. degree of activation of general education 4,00 3.36 3.68
8. satisfaction of the users of general education 4.20 3.50 3.85
9. presence of school(kindergarden, elementary, middle, high school) 353 3.16 3.35
range of evaluation averages 3.53-4.23 3.16-3.63 371
(total average) (4.08) (3.35) ’
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Table 14. Importance evaluation of social value indicator

Indicators - Stekehlders Average
Buddhism KNPS
1. presence of welfare facilities for local people 403 3.10 3.56
2. presence of welfare program for local people 413 323 3.68
3. diversity of the users of welfare facilities and program (age. social group) 3.86 3.06 346
4. degree of activation of welfare facilities and program 4,03 3.26 3.65
5. satisfaction of the users of welfare facilities and program 420 3.27 374
6. participation in social organization and social activities 4,06 3.26 3.66
7. protection activities in forest and local environment 440 363 4.01
8. continuous volunteer activities for local community (hospitals, armies) 3.90 313 351
9. rescue activities in local disaster(forest fire, accidents, natural disaster) 3.90 3.70 3.80
10. provision of the temple space for the activities held by other organization(drawing contest) 3.60 313 3.36
11. representativenss of the region(00 city 00 temple) 400 333 3.66
12. contribution for the formation and relization of local community 453 3.73 413
range of evaluation averages 3.60-4.53 3.06-3.73 268
(total average) (4.05) (3.32) ’
Table 15. Importance evaluation of therapeutic value indicator
Indicators Stakeholders Average
Buddhism KNPS
1. presence of healing facilities 4,00 3.10 355
2. presence of the program for healing and meditation 4,20 3.26 373
3. degree of activation of the healing and meditation program 4,16 3.36 3.76
4. number of users in healing and meditation program 3.66 3.00 3.33
5. satisfaction of the uses 4,36 3.70 4,03
6. preservation of the temple identity of the temple 423 413 418
range of evaluation averages 3.66-4.36 3.00-4.13 377
(total average) (4.10) (342) :
Table 16. Importance evaluation of economic value indicator
Indicators - Stakeholders Average
Buddhism KNPS
1. number of hired local (regular and temporary) 3.90 3.06 348
2. ratio of permanent employeer 4.06 310 3.58
3. number of volunteers 393 3.20 3.86
4. satisfaction and sense of fulfillment of the volunteers 4.36 343 390
5. development and promotion of traditional industry(traditional food and tea) 410 340 375
6. development and sale of traditional products 373 3.03 3.38
7. development of urban-rural cooperative system for direct dealing of local products 420 323 3.71
range of evaluation averages 3.73-4.36 3.03-3.43 266
(total average) (4.04) (3.21) )

(6) #37HA] AR 3t TR H7} B7HEdgk W SHSAueIRET o w4 vehd 4
BF7HA] A& gt H7H Table 17) 9] HAHAFH 4.05 N Az Hiet t-24 23S B A 3 Aol HEA
(B2A:416, TYFLHYFTE:396) 2 vepp, ExA 9] et
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Table 17. Importance evaluation of recreational value indicator

Stakeholders
Indicators Average
Buddhism KNPS

1. number of visitors 3.63 346 3.55
2. satisfaction of visitors 4,23 390 4,06
3. preservation of the temple identity 456 4.46 451
4 importance of local tourism resources 4.20 4.03 411
range of evaluation averages 3.63-4.56 3.46-4.46 405

(total average) (4.16) (3.96) >
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