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ABSTRACT

Recently, the conservation of mountainous landscape and compensation for diverse demands for mountain areas such
as leisure, recreation and welfare are under discussion. The purpose of this study is to investigation the perception of
mountainous landscapes by those who view and recognize the landscapes and to estimate economic value by estimating
the willingness to pay for the management of mountainous landscapes. This study will provide data for the management
of mountainous landscapes.

As a result of comparing the perception between the territorial landscape and the mountain landscape, the mountain
scenery was 3.96, the management level satisfaction was 3.28, and the management necessity was 4.38, which was higher
than the national landscape, while the national landscape was satisfactory but the management level was insufficient. Jeju
Island (39.0%) and Gangwon (38.6%) were chosen as the most scenic areas with beautiful forest and mountainous landscape
resources. The aesthetic characteristics of the vast skyline of mountain scenery, the background of the area, and the
mountainous landscape that forms the landmark were evaluated highly. And, it is considered that consciousness of mountainous
landscape management is heightened by 86.8% of respondents, who positively answered the Mountainous Landscape Visual
Impact Assessment before the development project. The per capita payment amount for mountainous landscape management
was calculated to be 3,742 won and, based on the number of visitors to the mountain National Parks in 2016, it is estimated
to have an economic value of about 169.5 billion won. Policymakers have limitations in the mountainous landscape
management policies of the administrative subject. Establishing a consensus on the importance and necessity of landscape
management by diagnosing the status of public perception is expected to help create more effective policy direction and

implement strategies for the management of these areas.

Key Words: Landscape of Korean Territory, Local Landscape, Landscape Awareness Investigation, Landscape Value,
CYM

R ATE Y 3AATES 0143 WAFB BRAA FE AP AdoE FPHAGIh
Corresponding author: Yoon-Hee Jeung, Research Institute of Agriculture and Life Science, Seoul National University, Seoul
08826, Korea, Tel.: +82-2-880-4885, E-mail: yhjungl@snu.ac.kr

70 3$I=xZss(X| H| 46W 35 (2018 6)



Journal of the Korean Institute of Landscape Architecture 187

el 4

ZAVS T, AHA
3L
[¢)

o = vebd vk,

berhe 490z 4

e
>
X
o
K
e
B
N
18
lo
=
o
o
_>,i o.
)
I
=
H
i
oft

I A & 7, F3F Frst o7t
o] FolA|HA] olFThE 74}
o 3 27 ASH o FUkslAL
Hol| A o] FofA]= 5
S7HIR 1ol 18] o) A= Whiehs AHQlT 7t
1% Eal= 334297 ol dal=
Forest Service, 2017). gk H-o] A4
HA, A7kl FAFZRA T4 AEER] 59
37O sty uet S 89 63%°l Ysl= AHSIAL of
B0 AFA10 A3 B e 9 Ao s ARleE
oRFHI A AAF A A E Al 4 FYTAERE o
oFet A dE FHst Atk

=0 &
é] A 2]

&
o,

<
ox
=
o,
_\i_l(
)
r2
o,

w
K
)
o
-
FN
r d
I
b1
W
53
o,
L)
1o
e
ko
oX,
E
&
il
M
bt
ol oY

F03 AF(0.0%),
Yot A
HgoEM A7 Felo) Be o8] Fobdl AoE

AL 370908 EEEom, o
b | 7

. 5o ul
T o XN

A%

B, AU I AW $20] GO 3
EREEEREREEEE 3
B B/l RSt Sn 4RRE A B 1EA

(20139 £UH AFH AW AAE S BE AB
% AR, 5o 98 4 2 AR NS A&HOR 378

WAZ B P BT Uk
s o), 24 RALE A% HIE AT A3 e/

A9 217k A=) 12
Fug| ARy FRL 7127

r o
o,
o
1o

HAel Ag, azel 85 £ Y5 HTHIm,
1901), A% $2)9] ol Bl AT, Be)d HAW ohe),
2 ARES ABYIA EFEG T 5 ook we 4
o AAH BA% BeE N AAS £ A%, ARL
wehi A4k FAE FHOR A UiE 943 £2
£ sfolgt @3 %ol Aasolof stk WTT HE71S

shRxZs|X| M| 46H 35(20184 6%) 71



Journal of the Korean Institute of Landscape Architecture 187

7 £ 53 ]
o2 T&A AAFHE s V2ARE ATsle A2
202 gt}
I. OlEx T
. AXEE 2 ZEZ 0| et Maioif

43 AYE 9 3T AL A E Feke 98
7t EAAME thFst AYATE FPsIGTh AL FA
s o] giido] HAW A A ARt E
Q3 A3 AAA 7597 (Korea Forest Service, 2013-
2015) & Tttt A= A7 tigh 23, A, A
AR EES B ANA T EAE 15 AL BE T
7 A7) 13 AR A ddek Aot
& AABhE 5 7IRATE ST 1 A H 9
HAE A3LE 98l " AE Tl WE AR AE, AE
+9 T 2 TAHS BEFSY, GFAAE e
B ATS AAste] A JEHEA] B84 AT A
T ZASE A AR I 7 L AR NS AA
M THMin ef al, 2016). Eo, SEZQAS] AFATDS S8
TAARS AAES Wt F e A AR, R
oA, A¥dy, A¥AIER FAH HiLdS sy
HE EAIES ZAAAAES Hriste] 99 Azt
TARS et Eok Al A7 EAY FHS
el F2 o 2 EAHS 55, vy FEAR A4S
el #7H8 FAU e FE9] rErAE e Adae

kS =8 tH Architecture Urban Research Institute,
2013: 2015). o]83t AFELS ALHAE S8 At 4
A8 Ak} FEs A A4 5 A AL A3AA

(ST
o L

¢

1)

8 9 RS YT ool Yk Tt el At
F2 ASAIS AT AT A% $YOE AR LYahe
R B AR IS FHOE ABINS 24
o BA3e) TS AAANE BRI WAL 9
tOER AR B4 B2 AaAE DU gue)
o7 7o) DLHABZ B A7oINE F7 AL YEY
Y ZAGH EAS HARL, 0l Fol FE % A3
e FuEe B4 FelstaA sk

72 3I=2x7ss(X| H| 46W 35 (2018 6%)

of 45T FEFN ANE AT AT Agel &8
Itk g 3y Al

T

B ARE THHL Yok A ABAY Sl T8
EE
%

—10{1 J{N‘

HA x
O 7o

2
- Tlii o
o 1%
o ox MO G o
o B e 2 pfr
> I >
&
-
off
:?l:‘,
4
4N
ol
30 H o
L3
8
g
2
B
=
S

iy
o)

off od N,

ool > oo TR of)
e
Ac)
it
ﬁ

e
@
o o?: -
:J_‘ <
N o
Uiy
o =
2 8
o fu
ot ‘f r
-

10 o
Y,
o

498} th( Architecture
Urban Research Institute, 2016). o]x& A&HA| 4848 1
S 98l Ak 12 dlolEEo] EEEA XA, diY
Ao e Ao $gEY de AUt & A
TlME FEAAN EE FASHE AT gt 212
< v -AEFO A AARE ] T4 FIE A 7%
A5E vhEstAl g

3. doe| ZMH TIxIFHo| et MHAT

:Oé
N,
oY, :_E
i
v
lo,

P oo i
S
N
oo
=2

X

AE FATLEN BAH 7S 27
Tt IS qE] AR VEAsE @
3 A2 AN E IR T IR

ox

1o

o off

rx oo
ot
i)
r
_(

EN 0(1)? fu aj

=
HJr 2
A
N
il

(Contingent Valuation Method: CVM) 2.2
715l thak A EoJAbY (Willing to Pay:

S F& 3317 thKorea Environment Institute,
glvet 2070 FHFde] AAA HAE FAs] <F
103% 4319 A9 AAAZA7}Y das F439eH, A2
st o] &Eo] T2 o] A A 7Hx = oF 93 24 Y]
Ao 71 =A H7FsIATHSim ef al, 2013). 32 s ¢S
A RS Yo R 200993 201339 ARHANE vlws
A3} 20099 24119, 2013 210592 =fo]7} wHAYEFS oM,
MEAG O Z Q1 sietd Flo] F44 Jas nzl e
2 #4519 tH(Han, 2014). =3 1919 A7F A4 27t
A7} 386799 02 FAAH, JAE A HAA 7 E o
shagh], TSRS 5 ARSESHA vlg vaste] A
B doAH 7S ASsttHPark ef al, 2016). &+
TFAME AR AHE A A4AH 7HHE AAFeEN
ZAaie el 484 ARAH AL FEE AT LA
EE= Y S v )



ZEOIAlY| = ARK|ARE 2] 7IR] Journal of the Korean Institute of Landscape Architecture 187

1] 9_1.?%_?_' I;_gl tél-tél Table 1. Characteristics of respondents
Rat Rat
]. O._:| __I_Ltllz_ll _?— | Type Frequency ( f/a‘)s Type Frequency ( ;D)e
Total 500 100.0 Seoul 105 21.0
B A7 44400 Bz geld o1& 91 Fulel 4 —
A7) T ANZAL AR BHFORH TEH 4 Mele | 7| 5l4 Gremegio | | M
- - Sex
Sl AX AR} ZAl ARSSE Goio] AojE v} 2tk Gwangi
angiu. a7 94
RA Q14 Zrbe ke AF-ukg 3§ IAEA Y 25 | 15| 210 feolado
=] =) L Resi-
o LH%% EA]'B]'T: 3—1_9_ (Chae, 2003)Y ?_]_Z]T: ?__ZJ.-O] X] dence Daegu. 19 98
2 e Aol AP A S vl O R A7t} ik Ate] 0d | 18 | 256 Gyeongsangbukdo | |+
o ok HYoItHim, 2007). WHebd, & A7l ABAY  awe B Usan | | o
ZARs MRS TPl okt A2 Bo) A70HH0R A ws | | o2 Creongsangniando
42 FE % AUl e S L3 A7 24 ||
L = - HL= [ungcheongao
= ot B4, & AT FEARLS FEH AL S5 | 1% %2 ‘ :
4ol e} o] 9 ghel BxolA A Fate] 9A e G
SEZE U9 o Meli whgel JeAe g oEwd
2 Zo) BLE A3 ; © K
A, AR AR Aol sk o] el gy (1Y S GO DM ef i, U6 Kim o ol
= = =] I 5 _}1\‘ 1| 3 o) I o)
b sl zAElgem, WK 53 PAE HEE Baan
o el AT NE FEATC] ANARS TLeE g shaes, Wk g
Pzl
o, AAABE FEAD 43 F Yoot Amo) Agae (e 2D
EX S Ao E AAA Q47 A ARE T2 Jujdit)
. Table 2. Survey contents
B ATE AR 4 24 Aste] AR A4S Sl
FEAW AN 2Alel 1 A%E vEsaA Hek Type Subiype Noe
- Aeshtefic, management satisfaction, ne-
National cessity
Z41}o|Al X
2. Otl-'_l - _'_AI- landsgape - Landscape elements importance
perception of
N B o people - Preference depending on the residence, .
e - . al
golsly] Yske] Aol A= 1 20~59419] A1 Fq 500 - Aeshtetic, management satisfaction, ne- sz:S)e
Dng: EH};)P_‘ZE /\6]%, %F/g%, Xlgwjtﬂ ?l:l‘L H]E:ﬂ %%T% :‘7—345& Mountainous cessity
AR ZAFE AN ARZARE 20149 119 6294 119 landscape | Landscape characterstc importance
07 592 248 9ls) THE YAOIES ol ety Ty | Lendape damage dements, reason for
amege
o Hol HJEOTIO oojr) ZAl 5g50] AlFazl
__11]’ 500‘1"] 270 H= 1:/\)\1:]’. o ]'L. 9% ] Ji]‘l"ﬂ:a - Landscape ement cost willing to pay CVM
AU 9oH, S5 B4 Table 13 2t} 72402 = Respondent - Sex. age. residence. efc Analysis of
71E5A A AHLEIeH, BAE ok Aol oSt characteristics + 286, Tesidence, € frequency
A5 ttest 24 T8, #42 SPSS ver 130 A
Stk =3 CVM #£42 STATA ver. 1402 ARS8kt 3. ZUEIMDIRIZH M
FEADS A2 T Sk} F] O A4S
Gelaly] 1% 2ARROR FEARY ABH, BelsFe  ZAWPPRISPHCVMS 3549 7 S5 4
U MEES QY B FEARS PUHE L2 F NG BWA ASSHE B SR 54 SUAES o 4
& AR, sieE, EAH, FatolEdH, Ak 1, U 52 B3l EAS 22 AR HAE Al
of gt FL&, o] 7P olgthe A - & A T o o7 ZA437] 98 HHZ o7 sl HhyEolt) 74
WA QA3 AEE AR TR S AR A wske] B JMIEe 4R AR, oY 24 ot $
), e o vt #Ee] oA B A HAEe] BA ] 7P WSt tisiA o J= A Be
849 FToxo sl Hrtetdiet AR A& Ak 9 A2l (Willing to Pay: WTP)©] JJE=A& tgsh= ot

shRxZsE|X| M| 46H 35(20184 6%) 73



Journal of the Korean Institute of Landscape Architecture 187

(Ministry of Environment, 2001). CVM £4& ¢Jaix= 4
dode] 7HE 34 N Aoy 22O AR
F A= AU AAE 511, 7 Aol thkst 1 (bias
< I3 CVM A+ Aol AFA EP%“J% Qifﬂ
ot CVM 259 AFA4AIEH A A= A=
o) 78, WTPY 4 5% ?3'/‘]‘3}04 o3t JHE
2 °4—_rL°ﬂ*1 SHATE 7P g8l EUE S+ 3
A7d# = FAA EH*“)E 5“3@ %&7

=

_l_4
1o

~
-

H‘l
L

, it pot

=

+
%0,
i% i
©
30, 2 I

°

© oo mz 2 i1

SHEP 3
491 A%, 44, Q294 7l 58 TS @ 4072
3

[}
o syg 7} H s o)A ety IPgel e

hel7] AsEole

o 6ulz TR,

[AZB) B BES T3 S0 AR (WTP)

238 ZARZARCVM) S ol 8s) #4F 4 otk 4
] 2}

ol AAE A& A& AN
S THHane-

mann, 1984) WTP %4 —% B9 A E
SR Z 3te] FEFHH
SZAFE QA8 Ht 6“1’]7‘ F0o] == #s uiyst 3
ot AuH g WIPE FAIZ AAHE 39 AS Hagh
A HUigke WS aeste] AstEnh 7 S st A
ARl e A 13 7k

WiPpw — /“’[1
0

1
= 7171(1 +expla; — ap))

— Gypp(P)ldP= /MFAA V(P))dP
0

WTF i = /mFE(A V(P))def() [1— Fe(A V(P))]dP
0 o

_ 1T

r
Max P
WTFuncated — f (AV(P)dP

1, { 1+ expla; —ag)
" 1+ exp((a;— ay) + r Maz (P)) A1

~
o
|'0|'
m

SF
&

5|X| M| 463 32(2018F 6%)

T 0 )‘\_]:
U]‘L‘ 3963i ZMEL ZEAFAI AXAHL BE o}
E%‘:}l Q&3 ALZ UeloH, 2| AT FEZ o
Hle] of7k  olEHHAL Qe e A2R YEH &

A, ABe] Bl YelaE AR BlREE} 201
WA BVEET} 3282 A7) FEZ A vl
o 2 A drh A4e g A0E dehgth £
FEAYE B WAL} RGan v ARAL Bolol
Pl s the $4H02 s g A0 e A
A, AR ng o m—sﬁ HE ) L0, A
o) 48R FEABI HNAR BE AnB7} vl D)
o A4S st 24} J+ e FES F4UA
olg $20f L oIgetgel Ot A S B4 3510
S, olEF A4o] oS A4HT ASS FAT F 9
Sie), e, FEATo W) 273380 o ol B ke, o 2
#2193 Tk AN Ao AR TE f3eIA
AR fhel | el WASKT ek A WA A3
& 4 ik olel@ A3t Bele) B
W Awvls) gelige] RS A0 24}
h 2T YIS A ek, 28 A
T B AR A E W e 2
walel A9 okgrhe B0l A% %x]ﬂz-; Wk AS 2

F

i
A
o

2 HBSE U AHE TEHD 0l4]

AEAY 9 AR AAAY 78 8 A 73
W ARRAS ANHES S Aok mek Auee 4
A74E S8l =Hlo] 7 A FEHE o9A At A=A,
AZ AGERE ARG oA AXsT YA Bl U
A At A 73 2 A 24T A4S A} 5
Qrt

A, REAB Belrze] Aol 7 B ueh 7

Table 3. Comparative evaluation of national landscape and moun-
tain landscape

Category Type | Average Stapdgrd f~value df. | pvalue
deviation
; a 389 700

Aesthetic —2790 | 499 | 005
satisfaction b 3.9 640
2.94 336

Management ~9959 | 4% | 000
satisfaction b 328 384
a 440 652

Menagement @1 | 4w | 3%
necessity b 433 684

a’ Korean landscape, b: Mountainous landscape
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Figure 1. The importance of korean landscape

Figure 2. Landscape preference depending on the residence
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Table 4. Cross analysis between the residence and preference
regions of respondents

_ Preference Residence(%) Rate
Residence Y
a b c d e f g e | (%)
a 76 00 | 32 | 67 10 438 0.0 44.8 | 1000
b 39 46 | 487 | 66 1.3 59 13 276 | 100.0
c 0.0 00 | 714 | 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 286 | 100.0
d 0.0 00 |3L9 | 191 | 21 21 0.0 4471 100.0

00 | 00 | 388 | 00 | 204 | 41 | 20 | 347| 1000
f 26 | 00 | 316 | 53 | 26 | 145 | 13 | 421 1000
g 00 | 00 | 286 | 61 | 20 | 41 | 102 | 49.0| 100.0
e 00 | 00 00 00 | 00 | 00 | 00 |100.0| 100.0
N 16 7 193 | 33 17 30 9 | 19 | 500

Rate(%) | 32 | 14 | 386 | 66 | 34 | 60 | 18 | 39.0 | 1000

@

a: Seoul, b: Incheon, Gyeonggido,

c: Gangwon, d: Gwangju, Jeollado,

e! Daegu, Gyeong-sangbukdo, f: Busan, Ulsan, Gyeongsangnamdo,
g Daejeon, Chungcheongdo, e Jeu

sh2xZsE|X| M| 46H 35(20184 62) 75
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Legend: M Preference residence -9 Reason for selection
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Figure 4. Damage factors on mountainous landscape

Legend: M Damage elements -9 Reason for selection
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Table 5. Necessity of mountainous landscape visual impact assess-

ment
System management Respondent’s property
Category
Frequency Rate(%) Frequency Rate(%)
Very 158 316 8 170
agreement
Agreement 276 55.2 323 64.6
Opposition 55 110 34 16.8
Very 11 22 8 16
opposition
Total 500 100 500 100
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Table 6. WTP for entrance fee
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Pt #A BEE AoZ HriEth Ee 207 FHTES
WeE FHFAY AAH 7 Wrh A v 97
133489 (Slm ez‘a'/ 2013>,£ HooAgre) Wi 1913 A &9

Table 8. Estimation WTP for mountainous landscape management

Present money Respondence
(won) Yes(%) No(%) Total(%)
Less than 1,000 72(144) 428(85.6) 500(100.0)
1,000~3,000(1,500) 223(44.6) 207(554) 500(100.0)
3,000~5,000(4,000) 89(178) 411(822) 500(100.0)
5,000~10,000(7,500) 3(76) 462(92.4) 500(100.0)
10,000~30,000(20,000) 8( 16) 492(984) 500(100,0)
30,000~50,000(40,000) 2(04) 498(99.6) 500(100,0)
More than 50,000 1002) 499(99.8) 500(100,0)
Table 7. Estimation results of logit model
Type B SE. Wals df pvalue | Exp(B)
Cost 000 | 000 | 125450 | 1 000 | 1000
Sex 0% | 11 098 1 754 | 1035
Age | 001 | 005 053] 1 818 99
Residence | —017 | 026 A7 1 518 984
Job —015 | 083 18| 1 731 985
Income | —006 | .030 05| 1 852 994
Edlicvaetfo“ 008 | 064 o6 | 1 89 | 1008
Cogsrfnt —667 | 5% 1616 | 1 204 513

" 2 Log Likelihood: 2105446, Cox & Snell £: 0.137, Nagelkerke A 0259

Type Coeff.(A) Average(B) Mul(tflxche;tlon
Cost 0.000
Sex 0.035 149 0.052
Age —0.001 39.65 —0.050
Residence —0.017 349 —0.058
Job —0.015 507 —0.075
Income —0.006 464 —0.026
Education level 0.008 463 0.037
Constant term —0.667 1.00 —0.667
WTP mean 2,276.848
WTP median 4,775,606
WTP truncated 3,742.117
V. 48
w A7 AR B de, gl olge Sl
AAAA ARFAR TS R AR ZALE AATs
of STE 3 AR A tiek ekt A4 7k 7}
£ 58 B3 Ao e rEeaa siglt S EAQ
31 AR 73] 1A, AT Aol mhE 1A, AR A
#e]Qld B A AR g AEAEds T 7HIH7)
S AAsllen, ols 9 A7 23 3 A AAE o
&3 2t
SER#S AR vurt AAE TR, S E
B FRY FLE AT AY, AsAGS AR olf %7t
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T olgguhy ANs 9om, Tad Aolz FEAwuT
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S2EAEIX| A 461 35(20184 6%) 77
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