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The Relationship between the observation distance, scale of buildings
and the landscape preference by the landscape types
in a suburban rural area

Shim, Joon-Young* - Kim, Yoo-ll[**

Dep’t of Landscape Architecture, Sung Kyun Kwan University

ABSTRACT

This study investigated the effect of high-rise buildings on the preference for rural landscapes.
The study site was a Seoul suburban, Yong-in. which showed typical scenes of rural development.
Slides used in the study were taken in Young-in along the national road 45(north-south) and
national road 42(east-west). Forty slides reflecting typical characters of Young-in were
selected. Among them, ten slides which were selected through factor analysis based on “rural-
ity” score were used as original slides. They represent ten landscape types. The simulation of
original slides was based on the following aspects: a observation distance., number of buildings
and landscape types. The preferences for the landscapes were tested by 200 respondents on 40
slides: Distance(2) X Landscape type(10) = 20 slides, Number of buildings(2) X Landscape type(10)
= 20 slides.

The following results are found: 1) When high-rise buildings are introduced into rural scenes,
there are some vulnerable landscape types: the landscape with high “rurality”, the landscape
with background skyline and the focal landscape. 2) The observation distance affects landscape
preference. The hypothesis that the nearer the distance the lower the preferences, is
accepted. However, there are some exceptions in 3 landscape types. 3) The hypothesis that the
more the number of buildings, the lower the preferences, is rejected. The result is quite unex-
pected one. When a single building is introduced in natural scene, it draws more attention as
a focal point than a group of buildings, and subsequently the visual impact is stronger.
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(figure 1) Simulation o a apartment building in
intermediate distance

(figure 2) Simulation of a apartment building in
long distance

(figure 3) Simulation of four apartment buildings
in long distance
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(table 1) ‘rurality’ and ‘preference’ by each
landscape type

landscape mean value of mean value of
type ‘rurality’ ‘preference’

Factorl 7.9 7.0
Factor?2 3.2 3.6
Factor3 6.7 5.5
Factor4 6.6 6.2
Factorb 6.5 4.3
Factor6 5.3 4.0
Factor? 7.0 5.1
Factor8 6.5 5.1
Factor9 7.6 6.3
Factorl0 9.0 8.0
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(figure 4) Scene representing Factor 1 (figure 5) Scene representing Factor 2

a

(figure 6) Scene representing Factor 3 (figure 7) Scene representing Factor 4

(figure 8) Scene representing Factor b (figure 9) Scene representing Factor 6
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(figure 10) Scene representing Factor 7

(figure 12) Scene representing Factor 9
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(figure 13) Scene representing Factor 10
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(table 2) Changes in preference for 10 landscape
types on the perception of original
landscapes and simulated landscapes

landscape landscape landscape

with a with a with four
apartment in apartment in apartments in
intermediated long distance long distance

landscape original
type landscape

distance

Factor 7.1 6.1 5.8 6.2
Factor 5.3 5.4 5.2 5.2
Factor 6.7 5.3 5.3 6.1
Factor 6.4 5.1 5.5 5.2
Factor 5.2 4.2 4.3 4.9
Factor 5.2 4.1 4.7 49
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Factor 5.5 4.8 4.9 5.0
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(table 3) Landscape preference based on the
distance between the buildings and

observers
landscape with landscape
landscape original apartment in with
type landscape intermediated apartment in

distance long distance

Mean S.D Mean S.D Mean S.D

Factor1 7.1 2.1 6.1 2.1 58 2.3

Factor2 53 22 54 24 52 2.2

Factor3 6.7 2.1 53 22 53 2.0

Factor4d 6.4 20 51 23 55 1.9
Factor5 52 2.1 42 20 43 1.9

Factor6 5.2 21 41 18 47 1.9

Factor 7 5.9 23 49 20 50 1.9

Factor8 55 1.9 48 1.9 49 2.0
Factor9 5.0 2.3 41 20 43 20

Factorl0 7.4 20 6.0 24 64 23

Mean 6.0 5.0 5.1

(table 4) Comparison of landscape preference
between the two different observa-
tion distances ( t-test )

landscape Number of

type Variable Pairs Mean Sig.
M 6.1
Factorl 200 .03
actor L 58
Factor2 M 200 5.4 .20
L 5.2
M 5.3
Factor3 L 200 5 3 .75
Factor4 M 200 5.1 .02
L 5.5
M 4.2
Factorb 200 .82
actor L 43
Factor? M 200 4.9 .60
L 5.0
M 4.8
Factor8 200 .46
actor L 49
Factor9 M 200 41 .21
L 4.3
M 6.0
Factorl0 200 .00
actor L 6.4

M: landscape with apartment in intermediated distance
L: landscape with apartment in long distance
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