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Abstract. Humans are provided with a wide range of public benefits from ecosystems and agricultural ecosystems,
but the establishment of the horticulture complex could be a space that hampers the public function of the agricul-
tural ecosystem. In this study, we sought to focus the function of landscape creation of agricultural landscape and
tried to analyze the landscape of the horticulture complex. Therefore, This study aims to suggest ways to build a
greenhouse complex which is being indiscreetly introduced in the agriculture landscape through environmentally-
friendly manner and minimize the function of the ecosystem service. We divided the greenhouse complex into two
categories of Plastic Greenhouse(v) and Glass Greenhouse(g), and compared them to the Netherland and Japan coun-
terparts. Each image of research areas was selected by 3 pics and polled by a total of 101 people. The results of the
Evaluation of Landscape Image are as shown in the figure. Netherland Glass Greenhouse scored 1.80 in terms of
‘Neat' which is one of the given 15 adjectives. Study results shows that Korean Plastic Greenhouse landscapes need
to endeavor Japanese vinly greenhouses and Dutch glasshouses. Consequently, an analysis on the elements of land-
scapes including green area, variant elements, separation distance is essential in order to improve our country's
greenhouse complex landscapes. In this regard, continuous research is required to improve rural landscapes and har-
monize large-scale horticultural facilities into the existing agricultural ecosystem.

Additional key words : ANOVA, Ecosystem Service, Greenhouse, Likert, Paddy
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Fig. 1. The image slide of study sites.
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Table 1. The present condition of study sites.
Sites Location Type
Kv Gandae-ri, Buyeo-gun, Chungnam-do, Korea N 36° 15' 83. 36" E 126° 93' 83. 36" Plastic Greenhouse
Jv Nishi-ku, Fukuoka-shi, Fukuoka-ken, Japan N 36° 33' 51. 69" E 128° 27' 94. 03" Plastic Greenhouse
Ng Hendrik Driessenweg, Berkel en Rodenrijs, Nederland N 35°82'29. 68" E 126° 91' 57. 73" Glass Greenhouse
Kg Okgwan-ri, Gumi-si, Gyeongbuk-do, Korea N 36°33'51. 69" E 128°27' 94. 03" Glass Greenhouse

Table 2. Adjectives used in previous studies.

Kang Son

Kim Yoo Kim Joo

Yoo

KRCC . Lee Shin
survey (2007) (26:)?12') (%?11' ) (26:)319') (;)315) ((%(?11(1)1)1 fé’oLff; (%319.) (2003) - (2006)
Theme Rural Olle gil Old Tree Rural [{)rgin Rural g::;?q Rural ~ Rural g::llltéllr:é
No. of Adjective 41 14 20 18 18 30 10 14 25 28
Broad (+) : Narrow (-) O O @) O O O O
Quiet (+) : Loud (-) O O O O
Natural (+) : Artificial (-) O O O O O O
Cool (+) : Cramp (-) O O O
Neat (+) : Tangled (-) O @) O O O O
Serene (+) : Hazardous (-) O O
Picturesque (+) : Unsightly (-) O O O @) O O O
Harmonious (+) : Mismatch (-) @) O O O O O
Comfortable (+) : Unpleasant (-) O O O
Vitality (+) : Lifeless (-) O O
Open (+) : Close (-) O O
Heimish (+) : Unfamiliar (-) O O O O
Amiable (+) : Impersonal (-) O O
Bright (+) : Dark (-) O O O O
Good (+) : Bad (-) O O
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Table 3. Image evaluation result of landscape adjective (ANOVA).
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(Narrow) ©|H|A|2 EAEUTE. ANOVAE ©]-&gt
b AolEAde AAl g Ad Jvl, Ngl A e
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2007). 37 el o8 v9E= {24 (Ng)
o] FA Wrid AFAY= AgATet AR
2 ML)l S fEldd (K Eot
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Adjective Kvl Kv2 Kv3 Jvl Jv2 Jv3 Ngl Ng2 Ng3 Kgl Kg2 Kg3 F-test”

Broad (+) : Narrow (-) -0.28" 0.44° -0.08 2.08" 1.13% 0.51° 207" 1.49° 1.40° 041> 0.86* 0.72* 40.311"
Quiet (+) : Loud (-) 0.99° -0.28" 0.41° 1.78 0.95¢ 1.41¢ 1.81° 1.87° 1.42¢ 045> 1.33¢ 1.57% 37.764™
Natural (+) : Artificial (-) -0.48° -1.02¢ -0.75® -0.44* 0.719 0.62¢ -0.34* 0.99¢ 0.02¢ -0.34> -1.14* 1.01¢ 29.447"
Cool (+) : Cramp (-) -0.47* -0.61* -0.42* 1.82¢ 1.00° 0.84° 1.21% 1.60°¢ 1.33% -0.20° -0.46" 1.04° 30.857"
Neat (+) : Tangled (-) 0.12° -0.67° -0.60* 2.03¢ 0.51¢ 144" 2.16* 158" 1.65" -021° 124° 0.67¢ 76.953™
Serene (+) : Hazardous (-) 0.49° -0.17* -0.08* 1.53¢ 1.31% 1.19° 1.54% 1.53¢ 134 -0.02* 0.41° 1.08° 40.333™
Picturesque (+) : Unsightly () -0.46* -0.54° -0.55* 0.86° 0.98¢ 0.70° 1.33° 124% 093¢ -0.16" -0.15> 0.73° 54.565™
Harmonious (+) : Mismatch (-)  -0.14* -0.40* -0.21* 1.02°* 0.87° 0.85% 1.28¢ 1.12°¢ 0.98*¢ -0.11* -0.14* 0.68" 33.101""
Comfortable (+) : Unpleasant (-)  0.19° -0.45% -0.35% 1.54" 141 0.97% 142 1.29% 0.99% -0.20% 0.09* 0.83¢ 22.403""
Vitality (+) : Lifeless (-) 0.129F -0.49% -0.33% -0.06°* 0.94" 0.52¢ 0.33% 1.14 0.31°% -0.09 -0.81* 0.59¢" 20.940™"
Open (+) : Close (-) 0.02%4 -0.21° 0.11°¢ 125" 0.96°" 0.40° 023 0.85° 0.12° -0.16" -0.74* 0.14*18.194™
Heimish (+) : Unfamiliar (-) ~ 0.60% -0.05° 0.21% 0.22% 0.91° 0.46* 0.15* 0.58% 0.15* 0.03° -0.61* 0.17* 10.264™
Amiable (+) : Impersonal (-)  0.56% -0.18" 0.06™ 0.24%¢ 1.00° 0.53¢ 0.11% 0.56¢ 0.09% -0.22° -0.72* 0.35 14.054""
Bright (+) : Dark (-) -0.21% 2030 -0.25% 1.17° 1.28° 0.67° 1.12° 0.61¢ 0.70¢ -0.06" -0.46° 0.24° 29.650™"
Good (+) : Bad (-) 0.05° -0.18% -0.23® 1.16° 1.14° 0.78¢ 1.26° 0.95% 0.79¢ -0.14® -0.31* 0.60° 32.753"™

1) : N=101, ***=p<0.001
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Table 5. Image evaluation results of Korea and Japan Greenhouse (T-test).

Adjctive Kv Iv T-test"
M SD M SD t-value(p)
Broad (+) : Narrow (-) 0.03 1.24 1.24 1.19 -12.293***
Quiet (+) : Loud (-) 0.37 1.27 1.38 1.02 -10.751%**
Natural (+) : Artificial (-) -0.75 1.30 0.30 1.45 -0.384***
Cool (+) : Cramp (-) -0.50 1.12 1.22 1.14 -18.745%**
Neat (+) : Tangled (-) -0.39 1.28 1.33 1.27 -16.514***
Serene (+) : Hazardous (-) 0.08 1.18 1.34 1.03 -14.071%%*
Picturesque (+) : Unsightly (-) -0.52 0.91 0.85 1.00 -17.613%%*
Harmonious (+) : Mismatch (-) -0.25 1.14 0.91 1.07 -12.917%**
Comfortable (+) : Unpleasant (-) -0.20 1.08 1.31 2.52 -0.578%***
Vitality (+) : Lifeless (-) -0.23 1.25 0.47 1.31 -6.736%**
Open (+) : Close (-) -0.03 1.21 0.87 1.17 -9.255%**

Heimish (+) : Unfamiliar (-) 0.25 1.27 0.53 1.23 -2.690
Amiable (+) : Impersonal (-) 0.15 1.28 0.59 1.22 -4 355%*%*
Bright (+) : Dark (-) -0.25 1.12 1.04 1.13 -14.155%**
Good (+) : Bad (-) -0.12 0.96 1.03 1.04 -14.055%**

1) : N=303, ***=p<0.001

Table 6. Image evaluation results of Netherlands and Korea Glass greenhouse (T-test).

Ng Kg T-test"
Adjective
M SD M SD t-value(p)
Broad (+) : Narrow (-) 1.65 1.27 0.66 1.36 9.245%**
Quiet (+) : Loud (-) 1.70 1.02 1.12 1.29 6.191%**
Natural (+) : Artificial (-) 0.22 1.68 -0.16 1.63 2.821%*
Cool (+) : Cramp (-) 1.38 2.63 0.13 1.42 7.277**
Neat (+) : Tangled (-) 1.80 1.00 0.57 1.38 12.588***
Serene (+) : Hazardous (-) 1.47 1.03 0.49 1.16 11.017***
Picturesque (+) : Unsightly (-) 1.17 1.08 0.14 1.04 11.915%**
Harmonious (+) : Mismatch (-) 1.13 1.08 0.15 1.12 10.938%**
Comfortable (+) : Unpleasant (-) 1.23 1.14 0.24 1.18 10.477%%*
Vitality (+) : Lifeless (-) 0.59 1.36 -0.10 1.39 6.196%**
Open (+) : Close (-) 0.40 1.56 -0.25 1.35 5.508%**
Heimish (+) : Unfamiliar (-) 0.29 1.27 -0.14 1.16 4.376%**
Amiable (+) : Impersonal (-) 0.25 1.27 -0.20 1.25 4.434%**
Bright (+) : Dark (-) 0.81 1.32 -0.09 1.13 9.080%**
Good (+) : Bad (-) 1.00 1.17 0.05 1.17 9.975%**
1) : N=303, **=p<0.01, ***=p<0.001
Brraasioy v e v =2 2. 24 /Y olo|X| B®I} ZiEN

BRI wheb Hlds st Que

gde= Fees JPINRS AFse & e

Aoz PRk

Ao -A =25, M26d M2 20174
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013k Az}, syt QR HdEeAE RE oA}
UHo] FAHolu| A2 A ATH Table 5).
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Table 7. Image evaluation results of Japan vinyl and Netherlands Glass greenhouse (T-test).

Adjective v Ne Trest?
M SD M SD t-value(p)
Broad (+) : Narrow (-) 1.24 1.19 1.65 1.27 -4.094***
Quiet (+) : Loud (-) 1.38 1.02 1.70 1.02 -3.874%**
Natural (+) : Artificial (-) 0.30 1.45 0.22 1.68 0.595
Cool (+) : Cramp (-) 1.22 1.14 1.38 2.63 -0.962
Neat (+) : Tangled (-) 1.33 1.27 1.80 1.00 -5.075%**
Serene (+) : Hazardous (-) 1.34 1.03 1.47 1.03 -1.542
Picturesque (+) : Unsightly (-) 0.85 1.00 1.17 1.08 -3.751%%*
Harmonious (+) : Mismatch (-) 0.91 1.07 1.13 1.08 -2.417*
Comfortable (+) : Unpleasant (-) 1.31 2.52 1.23 1.14 0.478
Vitality (+) : Lifeless (-) 0.47 1.31 0.59 1.36 -1.126
Open (+) : Close (-) 0.87 1.17 0.40 1.56 4.182%**
Heimish (+) : Unfamiliar (-) 0.53 1.23 0.29 1.27 2.304%*
Amiable (+) : Impersonal (-) 0.59 1.22 0.25 1.27 3.338*
Bright (+) : Dark (-) 1.04 1.13 0.81 1.32 2.286*
Good (+) : Bad (-) 1.03 1.04 1.00 1.17 0.293

1) : N=303, *=p<0.05, ***=p<0.001

T-test 22 A]UgHCool)-47SHCramp) H7EaA7}
7P w2 FRASE(-18.745% )2 SRIFRI 0N, ol5T}
¥ (Picturesque)-5~3H(Unsightly) -17.613***2 =%
(Neat)-E-73H(Tangled) -16.514%*%2] H{riQ 4 07
AT FAAcREE dhte] ofw|X|(F3H(Heimish)
4 (Unf-amiliar), -2.690)2 A<l ZE o] X]ofA
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