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P R R 26 1 22 S5 M 2 RIS AEAE T

A 1t R [ BUAS HE o Lo X A P
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Tab.1 Comparison of paradigm with landscape
typologies(Lothian, 1999)
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2 W IR 5T T O S T 2R S AR o) L o
IS b 7RI — 58 AT, 2 2E R O B
YR 2E Tk Iz N 5 ARG R A] 3 A 5T
TRILH =T LSS5

T2 U B A B Y0 B B 2 T 1 AR AR
S0 WL #F 47 WF 5% (Tahvanainen et al, 2001; Ténnes et
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i Moo WA IEEA T 4%, B T e i b . A
5B R S A IR 1 O R AT 3 SO E (Be-
za, 2010), 7 Bl 5 i v by 2R A S 0 It 25 S
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Z5 )X AT 2 5 A% BE R H SO A RS, A
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Tab. 2 Framework of Kant’s aesthetic theory(Lothian, 1999)
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B ME DL 5 Al i b 28 Jeg R, Bifi %5 GIS 1 3D A] 1L
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% (Gallent et al, 2007; Kaplan et al, 2006) , 41 {a] fip &
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et al, 2004a, 2004b; Rogge et al, 2008), TEM 73 HF
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K, HAE 8T GIS B0 e it B v, 5080 ) At 1k
SIRFEE L= A R R R LG I AR 33 S {7 10
XPECE A TG YR, HS T BRAERA M Ak T3 &
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GO R BRI R AR o LA, A W 5E 2R B G IX s )
PR EAT] ZAL A2 K 2R (Junge et al, 2011;
Tveit, 2009) ; I8 A 25 UE S22 A 7R 3o AE Al
BH A fig 58 4 B A8 Ak (Dramstad et al, 2006;
Tveit, 2009), PN i B2 SRR IZ PELL S AR
KEEE IR BR A
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Panagopoulos, 2009),

5 B4R

Zg FRR, AT LA H AT 10 4 [E AR 98 S IE
YR TG & B i — T, AR — 2R e, HAR
PRI T BRSO B AR DGR R B SR R AR
51 EEMFERME, BERAFEETH

rEid 2%, T IR R RN 22 4 S L R T K S
A3AT I M |, B R T R A2 B B, A
S 5T ) & e R L 32 21 il 29 (Tveit et al, 2006).
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A review on visual landscape study in foreign countries

QI Tong, WANG Yajuan, WANG Weihua
(College of Resources, Environment & Tourism, Capital Normal University, Beijing 100048, China)

Abstract: Visual landscape study has a wide application prospect in the construction of scenic spots as well as
urban and rural planning and management. Related foreign researches in the last decade were reviewed and di-
vided into three parts in this paper: visual landscape quality assessment, visual impact assessment, and visual
landscape preference. The basic implications and theoretical sources were introduced. This paper mainly con-
cerns the topics, methods and techniques of each field. At the same time, advantages, disadvantages as well as
relevant significance were analyzed. First, in landscape quality assessment, the research emphasis was the contri-
bution of landscape elements and features to landscape quality. Psychophysical approaches were commonly
used in this area, but there was an apparent tendency toward combination of the expert-based approach and the
psychophysical approach. Secondly, visual impact caused by urban and rural buildings and renewable-energy fa-
cilities received much attention. GIS and 3D visualization techniques enlarged temporal-spatial scales and im-
proved the precision of quality and impact assessment. Thirdly, scholars investigated visual landscape prefer-
ence from two perspectives: human and landscape which was respectively subjective and objective part of appre-
ciation. Not only human natural and cultural attributes but also landscape features were deeply explored to dem-
onstrate the influence in landscape preference. It was confirmed that landscape preference could promote land-
scape preservation and rational land use. In conclusion, the progresses of the studies on visual landscape were
summarized as follows: visual landscape study was more instructive in landscape planning and construction, be-
cause the subjective and objective methods were gradually integrated and the techniques were diversified; study
areas were unbalanced and study objects were a little dull, so more relevant researches should be made in the de-
veloping countries and scholars should pay much attention to visual impact of a large variety of landscape types;
there was a need for comprehensive perspectives as the number of interdisciplinary studies was increasing; the
foreign researches had some enlightenment for the domestic ones.

Key words: visual landscape; landscape quality; visual impact; landscape preference; review; planning and

management



