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Abstract: Urban sprawl and the reckless development of the peri-urban area exacerbated
problems in rural areas. Korea experienced the fastest growth among the other
OECD countries. As the country became highly urbanized, the number of
people residing in rural regions decreased drastically. In 2018, based on the
OECD’s regional definition of access to cities, only 11% of Korean people live
in rural areas. The attractiveness of rural areas and multifunctional values have
become more important in contemporary society. Recently, new planning
principles in rural areas have emerged in conjunction with globalization, post-
productivism, and demanding rural tourism. This study explores the meaning
of New ruralism and traces the emergence of New ruralism for rural planning
principles. In addition, the study identifies the contents of the future vision of
rural areas to be achieved through New ruralism. The study review focuses on
the discourse about New ruralism in academic research papers. Literature was
retrieved by searching on Google Scholar using the four keywords ‘new
rurality’, ‘neo-rurality’, ‘new ruralism’, and ‘neo-ruralism’. The search yielded
128 documents, which were thereafter screened for relevance to this study’s
purpose. After sifting, only 44 publications were found suitable for inclusion
in the final analysis. Forty-four pieces of literature were analyzed by year,
research area and subject. Four features from the New ruralism concept were
found through content analysis. Those are ‘Conservation’, ‘Cultivation’,
‘Community’ and ‘Creativity’. This presents the rural planning principle of a
creative space with new technological innovation while allowing New ruralism
to enjoy urban convenience in a rural environment. In the end, the study
discussed some implications on the application of New ruralism to Korea as a
new spatial planning principle.

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Flow of the Ruralism Concept in Korea
Around 1945, many developing countries around the world promoted

various forms of industrialization to modernize their underdeveloped
7
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societies, and Korea also promoted modernization in the 1960s (Yoon,
1985). Up until the time when Korea began to achieve modernization, the
rural population had outhumbered the urban population. During the
modernization period, the phenomenon of immigration from countryside to
cities occurred, and the city became a space in which more people live than
the countryside. The rural population compared to the total population in the
1970s was 57.4%, but decreased to 18.4% in 2015 (Jang and Lee, 2019).
Rural areas are facing a crisis due to continuous population decline and
aging.

Population migration aggravated the vulnerability of the existing rural
system (Kim and Choi, 1998). Due to rapid urbanization, the continuous
outflow of population from rural areas, aging, and consequent labour
shortage and deterioration of the living environment overlapped, resulting in
the destruction of the rural environment and loss of traditional culture.
Moreover, there is a problem of the loss of overall function of rural areas
that perform pluralistic functions such as food security, environmental
conservation, balanced national land development, and inheritance of
traditional culture and values (Lee, Lim etal., 2019).

Since 1984, the Korean government has laid the groundwork for rural
development and revitalization of rural tourism through the ‘Rural
development act’ and the ‘Rural village improvement act,” etc. (Song, 2004).

The background of the rural village development project in Korea in this
period was first a increase in demand for rural tourism due to the
implementation of the five-day work week system; second, a decrease in
agricultural income due to the expansion of the Doha Development Agenda
(DDA) and Free Trade Agreement (FTA) negotiations after the WTO was
launched; third, the boom of amenity and well-being; and fourth, progress in
the era of localization and decentralization (Suh, 2006).

‘Ruralism’ has appeared as a content related to rural development
revitalization in the 2003. ‘Plan to create a welfare village where everyone
wants to live.” is very important concept in the ‘Agricultural and rural
support plan’ and the ‘Food industry development plan’ of Ministry of
agriculture and forestry. In creating a rural area where everyone wants to
live, the concept of ‘Welfare’ and ‘Ruralism’ was emphasized together. As
such, the concept of ‘Ruralism’ has been very important in the development
of rural areas in Korea since the 2000s.

1.2 Changes of the Ruralism Concept and the
Emergence of the New Ruralism Concept in Korea

The concept of ‘Ruralism’ in Korea has been extended to New ruralism.
It is a value and planning direction of rural areas as a sustainable ‘settlement
space’ based on nature and community in terms of rurality, which seeks to
find the true form of rural life in the past (Lee, Lim et al., 2019). Recently,
the use of the term ‘Ruralism’ is increasing in Korea. Ruralism is sometimes
used interchangeably with terms such as rurality and rural-like, but it is a
more comprehensive term and more easily conveys the planning direction
pursued by future-oriented rural areas (Son and Kim, 2019).

It is necessary to develop the ruralism discussion to the level of seeking
the future rural planning direction. In other words, it is necessary to
approach it from the principle of planning the future of rural areas for those
who have migrated in pursuit of rural life and as a competitive and attractive
residential space across the country. In a situation where the number of rural




Yi & Son 9

villages where the ratio of returnees accounts for more than half of the
villages is increasing, the residential environment is changing from a ‘given’
to a ‘choice’ of a comfortable living environment. This is because the quality
of the residential circumstance with ruralism is a key factor influencing these
choices and acts as a driver of influx of a new population (Lee, Lim et al.,
2019).

As shown in Figure 1, in studies conducted in Korea until 2018, the
concept of ‘Ruralism’ was focused on maintenance and restoration based on
rurality. However, in studies conducted after 2019, the concept of ‘Ruralism’
in Korea refers to the principle of future-oriented planning as ‘New ruralism’
(Lee, Limetal., 2019; Son and Kim, 2019).

New ruralism is a growth framework which grafts preserved farmland
and sustainable agricultural principles into contemporary development
planning.
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Figure 1. The concept of New ruralism in Korea

Sibella Kraus defines New ruralism as the preservation and enhancement
of urban edge, rural, and agricultural areas to create a comprehensive stage
for efficient and sustainable agrarian-based growth (Newman and Saginor,
2016). Although Kraus does not introduce any clear philosophical root, New
ruralism shows a closer correspondence to ‘Participatorism’ as it tries to
include architects, planners, developers, and policymakers (Azadi, Van
Acker et al., 2012).

The concept of ‘New ruralism’ in Korea refers to the future-oriented rural
planning principle as shown in Figure 1 (Yi and Son, 2021). It is necessary
to organize and discuss the concept of ‘New ruralism’ in this context in
Korea because in the process of industrialization, Korea grew without
consideration for sustainability in rural areas. Reckless development was
carried out, focusing on short-term profits. Such reckless development and
destruction of the rural environment lowers the value of rural areas to urban
residents who are interested in rural areas and to urban residents who may
want to settle in rural areas in the future. Principles for future rural spatial
planning are required in Korea.

Therefore, in this study, literature review was conducted on the study of
‘New ruralism’ outside Korea to organize the features of the concept and
consider ways to apply them to Korea as spatial planning principles.
Through this, it was intended to be helpful in research on ‘New ruralism’
and policy establishment in Korea.
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2. METHODOLOGY

The research questions in this study are “How has the term ‘New
ruralism’ been used in various studies abroad?”” and “How can the concept of
‘New ruralism’ in Korea be organized?” According to the research question,
the literature search was conducted without any other detailed search
conditions, such as the year, on June 3, 2021, using Google Scholar.
Keywords are ‘New Rurality’, ‘Neo-rurality’, ‘New Ruralism’ and ‘Neo-
ruralism’.

For each keyword, according to the search results, up to 100 literature
references were selected. Among the documents in the results for each
keyword, only papers published in academic journals in Korean and English
were selected, excluding books, reports, and conference materials. The
search yielded 128 documents from 400 documents which were thereafter
screened for relevance to this study’s topic and purpose. After filtering, only
44 publications were found suitable for inclusion in the final analysis.
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Figure 2. Literature selection process

The reason only 44 documents out of 128 documents were used for the
analysis is because the contents of the remaining 84 documents have low
relevance to spatial planning. They mainly targeted underdeveloped
countries from a globalization point of view and were concentrated in the
medical and welfare fields. Among the 44 documents, there were 25 sources
searched for ‘New rurality’, nine sources searched for ‘Neo-rurality’, SiX
sources searched for ‘New ruralism’ and four sources searched for ‘Neo-
ruralism’ as shown in Figure 2.

3. RESULTS

3.1 Publication Year, Research Area, Subject, Research
Method Summary

For content analysis through literature review, 44 documents were
organized by year, country, keyword, subject, and methodology, as in Table
1.

Table 1. Summary of results of 44 literature sources

Author (Year) Research  Keyword Subject Methodology
Area

Smith, B. J. and America New rurality  Index Statistical

Parvin (1973) analysis

Cloke and Edwards ~ England New rurality  Index Statistical

(1986) analysis

Mormont (1987) Belgium Neo- Discourse about Case study

ruralism rurality
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Author (Year) Research  Keyword Subject Methodology
Area
Halfacree, K. H. No Neo- Discourse about Literature
(1993) specific ruralism Defining rural review
area
Pratt (1996) No New rurality — Discourse about Literature
specific rurality review
area
Woods (1998) England New rurality  Housing Case study
Development
Harrington and England New rurality  Index Literature
O’Donoghue (1998) review,
Principal
component
analysis
Richardson (2000) Europe New rurality  Spatial policy Literature
review
Liepins (2000) Australia  New rurality Community & Case study
New Rurality (interview,
Zealand participatory
methods)
Smith, D. P. and England New rurality  Rural gentrification  Case study
Phillips (2001) (survey,
interview)
Hadjimichalis Europe New rurality ~ Spatial policy Literature
(2003) review
Svendsen (2004) Denmark  New rurality  Conflict Literature
review
Rivera Escribano Spain Neo-rurality ~ Ex-urbanization Case study, in-
and Mormont (2007) depth interview
Halfacree, K. (2007) No New rurality  Ex-urbanization Literature
specific review
area
Barto$, KuSovi et Czech Neo- Ex-urbanization Interview,
al. (2008) Republic  ruralism survey
Kay (2008) Latin New rurality  Neoliberal Literature
America Globalization review
Guimond and Canada Neo-rurality  Gentrification of Case study
Simard (2010) rural (interview,
survey)
Woods (2010) No New rurality — Discourse about Literature
specific rurality review
area
Duenckmann (2010) German New rurality — Discourse about Q-methodology
rurality
Azadi, Van Acker No New Discourse about Literature
et al. (2012) specific ruralism New ruralism review
area
Wilbur (2013) No Neo- Ex-urbanization Literature
specific ruralism review
area
Foley and Scott Ireland New rurality  Landscape change Focus group
(2014) interview
Donovan and Ireland Neo-rurality  Landscape change In-depth
Gkartzios (2014) interview
Rytk&nen (2014) Sweden New rurality  Rural policy Focus group
interview
Ram fez-Miranda Latin New rurality  Discourse about Literature
(2014) America rurality review
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Author (Year) Research  Keyword Subject Methodology
Area
Wright and Annes France New rurality ~ Gender and Interview,
(2014) agritourism participatory
methods,
Literature
review
Donovan and Ireland Neo-rurality  Housing Literature
Gkartzios (2014) Development review (case
study)
Pini, Carrington et No New rurality  Exclusion Literature
al. (2015) specific (Education) review
area
Li, Longetal. China New rurality  Index Statistical
(2015) analysis
Paniagua (2016) Spain New rurality — Events and Festival ~ Case study
(tourism) (documentary
research)
Monllor i Rico and Europe New rurality — Discourse about Literature
Fuller (2016) rurality review
Newman and America New Discourse about Literature
Saginor (2016) ruralism New ruralism review
Lin, Xie et al. China New rurality — Discourse about Interview,
(2016) rurality participatory
methods
Orria and Luise Italy Neo-rurality — Discourse about Case study, in-
(2017) rurality depth interview
Dymitrow and No New rurality — Discourse about Framework
Brauer (2017) specific rurality analysis
area
Phillips and Smith No New Discourse about Literature
(2018) specific ruralism rurality review
area
Chang, Yangetal. Taiwan New Rural revitalization ~ Experiment
(2018) ruralism participatory
methods
Simard, Guimond et Canada Neo-rurality — Discourse about Interviews
al. (2018 rurality
Urquijo, Bocco et Argentina  New rurality  Discourse about Case study
al. (2018 rurality (documentary
research)
Lee, Limetal. Korea New Discourse about Network
(2019) ruralism New ruralism analysis, AHP
analysis
Gngora, Mil&n et Spain Neo-rurality ~ Pathways of young ~ Q-methodology
al. (2019) farmers
Son and Kim (2019)  Korea New Discourse about Centrality
ruralism New ruralism network
analysis, LDA
topic analysis
Vineet (2019) India Neo-rurality — Discourse about Case study
rurality
Schwake (2021) Israel Neo-rurality ~ Ex-urbanization Case study

Forty-four articles were analyzed based on year. First, the frequency was
analyzed by dividing it into ten-year units, and the period and country of the
study were analyzed together in ten-year units from the 1970s. By dividing
the study by keyword, the frequency by year was also examined.
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As a result of classification by year, 44 studies were classified as one
study before 1979, two studies from 1980 to 1989, four studies from 1990 to
1999, nine studies from 2000 to 2009, 27 studies from 2010 to 2019, and one
study after 20109.

One paper that appeared in the 1970s was a study related to the United
States. Two papers that appeared in the 1980s were the studies of the UK
and Belgium. Of nine studies that appeared in the 2000s, two were
European-related studies, and one each on Australia, the United Kingdom,
Denmark, Spain, and the Czech Republic. One literature review study was
related to the South (Latin) America. Of 27 studies that appeared in the
2010s, six were literature reviews. There were three papers on Ireland, two
papers each on China, Canada, Spain, and Korea, and one paper each on
Germany, Sweden, France, Europe, the United States, Italy, Taiwan, and
India. After 2020, one paper related to Israel has appeared. Until 2010, there
were mainly studies on Europe. After 2010, several studies related to North
America, South America, and Asia began to appear.

As a result of dividing keywords by year, one study in the 1970s was
related to new rurality. Among the two studies in the 1980s, one appeared as
a paper on new rurality and one on neo-ruralism. Among the four studies in
the 1990s, three appeared as a paper on new rurality and one on nheo-
ruralism. Among the nine studies in the 2000s, seven appeared as papers on
new rurality, one on neo-rurality and one on neo-ruralism. Among the 27
studies in the 2010s, 13 appeared as papers on new rurality, seven on neo-
rurality, six on new ruralism, and one on neo-ruralism. After 2020, one study
appeared related to neo-rurality.

3.2 Results of Classifying the Subject Covered in the
Literature by Decade

There were 25 papers related to ‘New rurality’. Among 25 papers related
to ‘New rurality’, 14 research subjects appeared. The 14 subjects are Spatial
Policy (2), Rural Policy (1), Neoliberal Globalization (1), Landscape Change
(1), Index (4), Housing Development (1), Ryral Gentrification (1), Gender
and Agritourism (1), Ex-Urbanization (1), Exclusion (Education) (1), Events
and Festivals (Tourism) (1), Discourse about Rurality (9), Conflict (1), and
Community & Rurality (1). By research area, 13 were found in Europe, three
in South America, two in Asia, and one each in North America and Oceania.
There were four cases from the UK, two from China, and one each from
Sweden, Ireland, USA, France, Spain, Germany, Argentina, Denmark,
Australia, and New Zealand.

There were nine papers related to ‘Neo-rurality’. Among the nine papers
related to ‘Neo-rurality’, Six research subjects appeared. The six subjects
were Discourse about Rurality (3), Ex-Urbanization (2), Rural Gentrification
(1), Housing Development (1), Landscape Change (1), and Pathways of
Young Farmers (1). By research area, five were in Europe, and two each
were in Asia and North America. There were two studies each in Canada,
Spain, and Ireland, and one study each in Italy, India, and Israel.

There were six papers related to “New ruralism’. Among the six papers
related to ‘New ruralism’, three research subjects appeared. The three
subjects were Discourse about New ruralism (4), Discourse about rurality
(1), and Rural revitalization (1). By research area, there were three articles
from Asia, two articles from no specific area, and one article from North
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America. There were two cases in Korea and one each in the United States
and Taiwan.

There were four papers related to ‘Neo-ruralism’. Among the four papers
related to ‘Neo-ruralism’, three research subjects appeared. The three
subjects were Discourse about rurality (1), Discourse about rural defining
(1), and Ex-urbanization (2). By research area, there were two cases in
Europe and two cases in no specific area. There was one study each on
Belgium and the Czech Republic.

Methodologies used in 44 studies were case study, centrality network
analysis, LDA topic analysis, experiment participatory methods, focus group
interview, framework analysis, in-depth interview, interview, participatory
methods, literature review, principal components analysis, mixed method
(interview, survey), network analysis, AHP analysis, Q-methodology,
statistical analysis, etc. Except for some studies, it was found that qualitative
research methodologies were mainly used rather than quantitative research
methodologies.

Table 2 summarizes research areas and related subjects by decade.

Table 2. Results of 44 literature sources sorted by subject covered in the literature by decade

Subject ~ 1980s 1990s 20000s 2010s ~
Index WTY WT (England) WT (China)
(America)
WT (England)
Discourse about  OS? WT (No WT (No specific
rurality (Belgium) specific area) area)
WT (German)
WT (Latin
America)
WT (China)
WT (Europe)
OT (ltaly)
WT (No specific
area)

WT (Argentina)
OT (Canada)
WS (No specific

area)
OT (India)

Discourse about OS (No

Rural Defining specific area)

Housing WT (England) OT (lIreland)

Development

Community & WT

Rurality (Australia,

New
Zealand)

Spatial policy WT
(Europe)

WT
(Europe)

Rural WT OT (Canada)

Gentrification (England)

Conflict WT
(Denmark)

Ex-Urbanization OT?® (Spain)  OS (No specific
WT (No area)
specific OT (Israel)
area)

OS (Czech

Republic)
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Subject ~1980s 1990s 20000s 2010s ~
Discourse about WS* (No specific
New ruralism area)
WS (America)
WS (Korea)
WS (Korea)
Landscape WT (Ireland)
change OT (lIreland)
Rural policy WT (Sweden)
Gender and WT (France)
Agritourism
Exclusion WT (No specific
(Education) area)
Events and WT (Spain)
Festival(tourism
)
Rural WS (Taiwan)
revitalization
Pathways of OT (Spain)

young farmers
WT? : New rurality
OT? : Neo-rurality
WS WS : New ruralism
0S% 0S : Neo-ruralism

3.21 Studies Related to New Rurality

There were 25 studies related to new Rurality out of 44 literature sources.
The 25 studies dealt with a total of 14 subjects. The 14 subjects are
Community & Rurality (1), Conflict (1), Discourse about Rurality (8),
Events and Festivals (tourism) (1), Exclusion (Education) (1), Ex-
Urbanization (1), Gender and Agritourism (1), Rural Gentrification (1),
Housing Development (1), Index (4), Landscape change (1), Neoliberal
Globalization (1), Rural policy (1), and Spatial policy (2).

There was only one study dealing with community & rurality as a
subject. Liepins (2000) considered the importance of the rural community
through a case study of three regions in Australia and New Zealand. There
was only one study dealing with conflict as a subject. Svendsen (2004)
examined the differences between agriculturalist and non-agriculturalist
views on new rural identity in Denmark during the 1970s.

There were eight studies dealing with discourse about rurality as a
subject. Pratt (1996) analyzed existing studies on rurality and considered
various viewpoints from the ideology perspective. Woods (2010) analyzed
existing studies on rurality and reviewed them from a geographic
perspective. Duenckmann (2010) used the Q-methodology for one case area
in Germany and examined the thoughts of local members about the area in
the new rurality dimension. Ram ¥ez-Miranda (2014) reviewed Neoliberal
Policies and Rural Territorial Development in Latin America from the
perspective of new rurality through literature review. Monllor i Rico and
Fuller (2016) reviewed the changes in European rurality, focusing on the
newcomer, from the perspective of new rurality through literature review.
Lin, Xie et al. (2016) examined how internet-based distribution companies
changed rurality through interviews and participatory observation in a region
of China in the new rurality dimension. Dymitrow and Brauer (2017)
considered the concept of rurality through literature review and considered
the phenomenon of rurality appearing mixed across regions in the era of
globalization from the perspective of new rurality. Urquijo, Bocco et al.
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(2018) examined changes in rurality due to globalization in a new rurality
dimension through case study (documentary research) targeting a region in
Argentina.

There was only one study dealing with events and festivals (tourism) as a
subject. Paniagua (2016) examined the effects and meanings of events and
festivals in rural areas on new rurality using three festivals in Spain as
examples. There was only one study dealing with extraction (education) as a
subject. Pini, Carrington et al. (2015) reviewed the status of rural exclusion,
focusing on education, from the perspective of new rurality through a
literature review.

There was only one study dealing with ex-urbanization as a subject.
Halfacree, K. (2007) re-examined the “back-to-the-land” of the 21st century
by comparing it with the “back-to-the-land” of the 1960s and 70s, focusing
on the 2004 studies. There was only one study dealing with gender and
agritourism as a subject. Wright and Annes (2014) considered the change in
the status of women in agritourism and rural areas from the perspective of
new rurality, taking France as an example through interviews, participatory
observation, and literature analysis.

There was only one study dealing with rural gentrification as a subject.
Smith, D. P. and Phillips (2001) examined rural gentrification by in-
migration from the perspective of rural consumption of the middle class
through a case study of a region in the UK. There was only one study
dealing with housing development as a subject. Woods (1998) reviewed the
policy of a local government in the England with respect to rural housing
development.

There were four studies that dealt with Index as a subject. Smith, B. J.
and Parvin (1973) summarized the urban-rural index and examined new
rurality in the United States through statistical analysis targeting the United
States. Cloke and Edwards (1986) summarized the rurality index and
examined new rurality in the UK through statistical analysis targeting the
UK. Harrington and O’Donoghue (1998) stated that conceptualization and
measurement of rurality (Index) for rural areas should be changed according
to changes in rural areas. Li, Long et al. (2015) summarized the rurality
index and reviewed China’s new rurality through statistical analysis
targeting China.

There was only one study dealing with landscape change as a subject.
Foley and Scott (2014) conducted FGI using photos for five groups in
Ireland and examined housing development policy and rural landscape
changes. There was only one study dealing with neoliberal globalization as a
subject. Kay (2008) examines the decline of rural Latin America in the
1980s and 1990s from the perspective of neoliberal globalization. Rural
exodus among young people was investigated. There was only one study
dealing with rural policy as a subject. Rytkéien (2014) divided Sweden’s
rural policy into two parts, the productivism and the new rural regime, and
examined new rurality in seven regional groups. There were two studies
dealing with spatial policy as a subject. Richardson (2000) considered urban-
rural partnership in rural policy. Hadjimichalis (2003) reviewed the phases
of rurality by dividing them into productivism and consumerist phases.

3.2.2 Studies Related to Neo-Rurality

There were nine studies related to neo-rurality out of 44 literature
sources. The nine studies dealt with a total of six subjects. The 6 subjects are
discourse about rurality (3), Ex-Urbanization (2), Rural Gentrification (1),
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Housing Development (1), Landscape change (1), and Pathways of young
farmers (1).

There were three studies dealing with discourse about rurality as a
subject. Orria and Luise (2017) examined neo-rurality by asking four
guestions about environment, farmers, food, and liberation through case
study and in-depth interview targeting three regions of Italy. Simard
Guimond et al. (2018) conducted an interview with newcomers, long-time
residents, and local decision makers (organizations, officials) in two regions
of Canada and reviewed them from the perspective of new rurality. Vineet
(2019) considered in terms of neo-rurality that rural youths are reducing the
gap with urban areas through the development of media and internet and
education in one area in India.

There were two studies dealing with ex-urbanization as a subject. Rivera
Escribano and Mormont (2007) reviewed neo-rurality in a region of Spain as
an example. Schwake (2021) examined how rural areas were changed by
combining Israel’s policy and ex-urbanism in two areas of Israel in terms of
neo-rurality. There was only one study dealing with rural gentrification as a
subject. Guimond and Simard (2010) examined the relationship between
gentrification by newcomers and long-time residents in two cases in Quebec,
Canada, from the perspective of neo-rurality.

One study dealt with housing development as a subject. Gkartzios and
Scott (2014) examined neo-rurality by linking Ireland’s rural housing policy
change with rural development theory through literature review. One study
dealt with landscape change as a subject. Donovan and Gkartzios (2014)
conducted an in-depth interview with 12 people in Ireland and examined the
change of landscape and neo-rurality according to housing development in
Ireland. One study dealt with pathways of young farmers as a subject.
Gdngora, Mil&n et al. (2019) considered a region in Spain as a case and
examined the path of young farmers’ participation in agriculture in terms of
neo-rurality through Q-methodology.

3.2.3 Studies Related to New Ruralism

There were six studies related to New ruralism out of 44 literature
sources. The six studies dealt with a total of three subjects. The three
subjects are discourse about New ruralism (4), Discourse about rurality (1),
and Rural revitalization (1).

There were four studies dealing with discourse about New ruralism as a
subject. Azadi, Van Acker et al. (2012) compared New ruralism and new
urbanism through literature review and summarized the concept of New
ruralism. Newman and Saginor (2016) reviewed the application and use of
new ruralism in the United States through literature review. Lee, Lim et al.
(2019) reviewed the residential environment planning principle based on
ruralism in Korea from the New ruralism dimension through Network
analysis and AHP analysis. Son and Kim (2019) collected data through text
mining of internet news articles in Korea and considered it from the
perspective of New ruralism through Centrality Network analysis and LDA
topic analysis.

There was only one study dealing with discourse about rurality as a
subject. Phillips and Smith (2018) examined the necessity of a new
perspective discourse on gentrification and rurality appearing in rural areas
through literature review. One study dealt with rural revitalization as a
subject. Chang, Yang et al. (2018) considered rural revitalization by
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supporting tea production companies in connection with a local university in
a region of Taiwan through participation in the experiment.

3.24 Studies Related to Neo-Ruralism

There were four studies related to neo-ruralism out of 44 literature
sources. The four studies dealt with a total of three subjects. The three
subjects are Discourse about rurality (1), Discourse about rural defining (1),
and Ex-Urbanization (2).

There was only one study dealing with discourse about rurality as a
subject. Mormont (1987) looked at rurality from economic and social points
of view, taking a nature park in Belgium as an example, and talked about the
necessity of conservation.

There was only one study dealing with discourse about rural defining as a
subject. Halfacree, K. H. (1993) said that the rural area should be understood
as asociety and culture, not simply a material space.

There were two studies dealing with ex-urbanization as a subject. Barto$
Kusova et al. (2008) reviewed amenity migration from the perspective of
landscape-ecology, targeting three regions in the Czech Republic. Wilbur
(2013) did a modern reinterpretation of the concept of “back-to-the-land” in
the 1960s through literature review by dividing it into ideal and reality in the
dimension of neo-ruralism.

4. DISCUSSION

4.1 Understanding the Concept of New Ruralism

To understand New ruralism, it is necessary to understand ruralism and
new rurality. In the process, an understanding of new rurality, neo-rurality
and neo-ruralism clarify New ruralism. Since ruralism is based on the
understanding of rurality, if new rurality has appeared according to the
change of rural areas, New ruralism should be based on the understanding of
new rurality.

The English word ‘rural” comes from the Latin word ‘RURALIS’,
meaning of or relating to the country or to open land, as distinguished from a
city or town, and ‘urban’ comes from the Latin word ‘URBANIS’, meaning
of or belonging to a city (Smith, B. J. and Parvin, 1973).

A study on new rurality also begins with the question of “what is a rural
area?” In this context, understanding new rurality requires a discussion on
how to geographically divide rural regions from urban regions. Cloke and
Edwards (1986) compared rurality indices for 1971 and 1981 in England and
Wales. In addition, studies on rurality indices were conducted (Harrington
and O’Donoghue, 1998; Li, Long et al., 2015; Smith, B. J. and Parvin,
1973).

Early definitions of rurality were based on sociological theories that
highlighted the intrinsic differences between urban and rural communities
(Harrington and O’Donoghue, 1998).

Since the early 2000s, research on new rurality has appeared in various
countries dealing with various topics. The subjects of practice and
performance of rurality are composed of community life, gender, farm
identities, and adventure tourism (Woods, 2010). Rurality-related studies
range from studies on space to studies on rural life (Duenckmann, 2010).
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New rurality is due to cultural, economic, physical, and political changes
(Smith, D. P. and Phillips, 2001).

The emergence of new rurality is sometimes explained as changes
brought about by globalization (Kay, 2008). It is also explained from a
global, historical, and structural perspective in relation to neoliberal rurality
(Ram rez-Miranda, 2014). Globalizing factors such as trade liberalization,
in-migration, corporate concentration, use of migrant labor, increased
tourism, and non-national rural property investment clarify the background
of the emergence of new rurality due to globalization (Pini, Carrington et
al., 2015).

Another large context for the emergence of new rurality is the steady
decline and aging of the farm population and trends of newcomers to rural
areas (Guimond and Simard, 2010; Monllor i Rico and Fuller, 2016). In this
context, neo-rurality is a post-industrial phenomenon that includes the
immigration of middle-class and upper-middle-class city dwellers to rural
areas (Schwake, 2021). They are sometimes referred to as newly arriving ex-
urban settlers, and some researchers say rural areas have therefore become
an experience consumed by these migrating city dwellers.

In the post-World War 11 period in Europe, the early modernist model of
rural development was an exogenous one. Rural areas were treated as
dependent (technically, culturally, and economically) upon urban centers,
while the main function of rural areas was to provide food for the ever-
expanding urban populations (Gkartzios and Scott, 2014). Local government
was influenced by the Fordist mode of regulation, mirroring hierarchical,
bureaucratic, and corporatist organizational forms. However, the transition to
a post-Fordist mode of regulation has fostered new requirements for local
governance, promoting the development of entrepreneurialism, targeted
consumption, limited state services, devolved management, deregulated
labor markets, and the social goals of privatized consumption and active
citizenship. Furthermore, in a rural context, the transition from Fordism to
post-Fordism has been identified with the diversification of the rural
economy away from intensive agriculture and the commodification of
rurality (Woods, 1998).

The topic of landscape transformation has been receiving increasing
attention from policy makers, land-use planners, and researchers throughout
Europe, as rural areas change from places dedicated to agricultural
production to multifunctional spaces of consumption as new land-use
demands have been brought about, in part, by the growth of the recreation
and tourism industries, nature conservation and landscape protection
policies, energy production, regional industrial development, and residential
housing (Foley and Scott, 2014). In its most general academic interpretation,
the idea of new rurality focuses on the diversification of activities and
livelihoods beyond the agricultural, acknowledging that “the rural is no
longer equivalent to the agricultural” (Urquijo, Bocco et al., 2018).

Rural planning and rural policies need a good understanding of what is
‘rural’. In particular, effective rural development policies must be based on
an accurate classification of the essential characteristics of the regional types
(Li, Long et al., 2015). Rural areas that are subject to new pressures, for
example, through economic growth and the expansion of neighboring
settlements of metropolises and larger cities and areas hit by the decline of
agriculture, must also face great problems. Because the European Spatial
Development Perspective (ESDP) regards urban areas as the sole
development motors of the Europe, the question is raised as to the
implications for migration if non-urban areas are constructed as areas of
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agriculture, green tourism, and environmental protection. The ESDP’s
central response to the ‘problem’ of peripherality is to improve the
accessibility of peripheral regions, thereby removing the problem. In rural
‘problem’ regions, only these towns can offer infrastructure and services for
economic activities in the region and easing access to the bigger labor
markets. The towns in the rural areas, therefore, require particular attention
in the preparation of integrated rural development strategies (Richardson
2000). Rural space was incorporated into sectoral policies dealing with
agricultural production, transportation and infrastructures, environment,
tourism, and housing. Additionally, for peripheral rural regions (identified
mainly by agricultural characteristics), there were regional structural funds.
These approaches and policies were associated with a ‘Geographical
imagination’ of rural space and rurality as a place of production, where the
emphasis was on sectoral policies (Hadjimichalis, 2003).

Neo-rurality is expressed through examples of agriculture and food
production, more connected to social networks, and through a wider
conception of environment and concern for health and human justice. In fact,
a principal characteristic of neo-rural exponents is to promote a new
relationship between producers (mainly in inner areas) and consumers
(mainly in central areas) (Orria and Luise, 2017). The pathway has
characteristics related to the phenomenon of neo-rurality, which was
described in the 1980s as the settlement in rural areas of a collective of
mostly young people coming from urban areas. The term ‘neo-rural’ refers
to those people who leave the city to go to the countryside with the aim of
adopting an alternative lifestyle (G&gora, Milan et al., 2019).

New ruralism was reconsidered by comparing research related to New
ruralism, neo-ruralism, and research related to new rurality and neo-rurality.
Of the 44 papers used in the final analysis, six papers related to New
ruralism appeared. All six studies related to New ruralism appeared after
2010. One paper related to neo-ruralism appeared in the 1980s, and one
paper appeared every 10 years after that until the 2010s.

Ruralism is distinguished from the abstract rural images of ordinary
people who do not induce action. In conclusion, the study of ruralism should
work as a practical means of suggesting solutions to real rural problems. In
other words, “What is ruralism, and what problems exist?” together with,
“How to solve problems and create rural landscapes?”” should be included in
the discussion of ruralism. One of the specific problems when starting a
discussion about this is that the image of ruralism does not converge in one
direction. The appearance of ruralism in villages felt by returnees,
indigenous peoples, and visitors may be different (Son and Kim, 2019).
Most of the New ruralism’s proponents are environmentalists whose main
goal is to sustain rural areas compared to architectures in the New-urbanism
(also called ‘smart growth’) who seek sustainable urban areas (Azadi, Van
Acker et al., 2012).

The principal theoretical criticism of both the descriptive and socio-
cultural definitions of rural areas is that they demonstrate an erroneous
conceptualization of the relationship between space and society. There has
recently been a very active debate concerning this relationship (Halfacree, K.
H., 1993).

Since 2000, the population composition of villages has diversified and
the characteristics of traditional rural areas have been changing due to the
spread of urban-rural exchanges such as the influx of people returning to
farming and returning to rural areas, the expansion of multicultural families,
and rural experiential tourism. These changes affect the use and preference
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of the residential environment and public facilities that served important
functions in the daily lives of rural residents. Returnees tend to be more
interested in the aesthetic and functional quality of places than natives,
prefer the excellent natural environment, and emphasize the comfort of the
residential environment and the convenience (accessibility) of medical and
cultural facilities (Lee, Lim et al., 2019).

4.2 Application of the New Ruralism Concept to Korea

as a Spatial Planning Principle

For the application of New ruralism to Korea as a spatial planning
principle, the concept of New ruralism is organized as shown in Figure 3
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Figure 3. New Ruralism Concept Diagram to be applied as a principle for planning rural
spaces in Korea

As shown in Figure 3, ruralism has the concept of solving the problems
of urban while making use of the advantages of rural areas and their intrinsic
value. The concept of ruralism was presented in terms of maintenance,
restoration, and preservation in the planning of rural and peri-urban regions.

As rural areas change due to various endogenous (immigration,
newcomers, ‘back-to-the-land’, ex-urbanization, etc.) and exogenous factors
(ideology, globalization, etc.) the concept of rurality based on the rural
physical environment and economic, social, cultural, and ecological
characteristics has also changed. New ruralism solves the problems of the
newly created rural areas and presents a new spatial planning principle based
on the future oriented as a more advanced concept of ruralism in four
practical features.

These four features are ‘Conservation’, ‘Cultivation’, ‘Community’, and
‘Creativity’. There are many things that can be thought of in relation to the
concept of ‘Conservation’, such as clean water, fresh air, and heritage, as
shown in Figure 4. The United Nations World Water Development Report,
published by the United Nations in 2019, classified Korea as a ‘water stress
country’. The reckless development of groundwater for agricultural use is
exacerbating the water shortage in rural areas. It is necessary to devise a
strategy for securing clean water in terms of spatial planning. In addition, in
relation to the global climate change crisis, the systematic management of
forests to contribute to carbon neutrality and to design facilities for new and
renewable energy should be considered in rural spatial planning. Limiting
facilities that cause indiscriminate water and air pollution in terms of spatial
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planning should also be considered. In relation to heritage, spatial planning
of rural areas for the preservation and management of natural, cultural, and
historical heritage is important. In relation to wildfires or floods caused by
extreme weather events around the world in relation to climate change, in the
event of a disaster, the improvement of access to disaster areas and
consideration of resilience should also be considered very important in terms
of spatial planning. Nature, or rather the social use of nature, is crucial to the
development of rural areas because the representations it embodies condition
the planning and management of rural land (Mormont, 1987). From the mid-
1980s, it has been shown that it is possible to distinguish two key factors that
cause amenity migration in the Czech Republic. The first is migration
motivated by the opportunity to live in a better natural environment (natural
amenities). Second, migration may be aimed at specific socio-cultural
aspects of the target territory (cultural amenities) (Bartos, KuSova et al.,
2008).
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Geum-gang song
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(& UNESCO World Heritage
Andong Ha-hoe Village

\ g i y ’ ® Destruction of nature due to

‘ " 3 X reckless development

Figure 4. The images ofConservation’ as the first feature from the concept of New ruralism

The second feature is ‘Cultivation’. Agriculture and food production are
the core functions of rural areas. In relation to agricultural production,
various subjects can be discussed, such as the traditional method, through the
introduction of new technology and the relationship between newcomers and
longtime residents, etc.

(1} Plains for rice farming

(2} Plain for cabbage farming
Apple orchard

Cow barn

Chestnut ficld

Plastic housc for farming

Figure 5. The images of ‘Cultivation’ as second feature from the concept of New ruralism

With respect to the global pandemic caused by COVID-19, in a situation
where product trade with other countries are restricted, countries around the
world should have self-rescue measures in terms of spatial planning for their
own food security. In the rural regions of Korea, where labor is scarce due to
aging, etc., the inability of foreign workers to move freely due to the
COVID-19 pandemic is very fatal to rural areas. The reason that cultivation
is important in spatial planning is very important, not only in terms of food
security, but also in terms of landscape by cultivation. For food security and
health, where, who, and how much food will be produced in relation to what
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crops, vegetables, fruits, cattle, pigs, chickens, forest products, fish farming,
etc. are closely related to spatial planning.

The reason that cultivation is important in spatial planning is very
important not only in terms of food security, but also in terms of landscape
cultivation, as shown in Figure 5.

The third feature is ‘Community’. The first feature from the concept of
New ruralism, ‘Conservation’, and the second, ‘Cultivation’, emphasize
preservation through restrict considering human as well as biodiversity,
while the third, ‘Community’, concentrates on smart development and usage.
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Figure 6 .The images about ‘Community’ as third feature from the concept of New ruralism

The third feature, ‘Community’, talks about the development direction of
sustainable rural settlement space, as shown in Figure 6. ‘Community’
talks about the spatial plan that rural settlement spaces, distinct from cities,
should aim for, and spaces that enable communities to be revitalized, eco-
friendly, and energy-saving. Low-carbon plans should also be considered.

The fourth feature is ‘Creativity’. According to the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Korea's GDP (Gross
Domestic Product) ranks 10th in the world in 2020. The Korean War, which
lasted from June 25, 1950 to July 27, 1953, left the entire country in ruins.
About 70 years later, Korea has become the tenth-largest country in the
world by GDP. During its difficult times, Korea received help from many
countries around the world.
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Figure 7. The images of ‘Creativity’ as the fourth feature from the concept of New ruralism

Now, in terms of international cooperation, Korea has become a country
that can help many other countries in the world facing war and famine, a
backward environment, and insufficient education and medical care. In this
context, in order for Korea to provide more support to more countries, Korea
must first become a prosperous country. To achieve this, a strategy is
required with the spatial plan of the land. In addition, more creative space
with service delivery in rural environments is needed to create a better
environment for the Korean people, as well as overseas support. Rurality,
through its strong cultural entanglement with ‘Nature’, is seen as a
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repository of more embedded and authentic values, especially in the context
of any imagined urban dystopia (Halfacree, K., 2007).

There are many people in Korea who have a positive attitude toward
returning to rural areas, including retirces of Korea’s baby-boomer
generation and young people who wish to pursue organic farming. However,
the lack of jobs and the lack of various living and cultural infrastructure
among the factors that block the return to rural living are problems that must
be solved, and the quality of life in rural areas should be improved through
the use of social cooperatives and new technologies. ‘Creativity’ means

‘Creative space with service delivery in rural environment’, as shown in
Figure 7.

Consequently, the four features from the concept of New ruralism, the
‘4Cs’ (Conservation, Cultivation, Community, and Creativity), should be the
basis for presenting the future rural spatial planning principles in Korea, as
shown in Figure 8. It is necessary to establish a future rural spatial plan in
consideration of the four features derived based on the concept of New
ruralism and to reorganize and take charge of the space for sustainable
development.

Recently, the Korean government has recognized the importance of the
concept of ruralism in rural spaces. There is a movement in Korea to
systematically organize the concept of ruralism and apply it to future rural
spatial planning. Through the establishment of a theoretical concept, the
basic foundation should be prepared for setting a practical direction in the
future. Regarding how to apply the New ruralism to the future rural spatial
planning, it is necessary to find and analyze actual cases of the four
principles (the ‘4Cs’) and organize an action plan.

RURAL
Conservation \ ‘lgure \\\ \\\ \
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Cultivation

Existing
Village
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Figure 8. A diagram of the '4C’ features from the concept of New ruralism as a rural
spatial planning principle in Korea

5. CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to conduct a literature review on New
ruralism (which is being dealt with in overseas studies), to organize it, and to
consider how to apply the New ruralism concept as a spatial planning
principle in Korea. To achieve the purpose of this study, ‘New rurality’,
‘Neo-rurality’, ‘New ruralism’, and ‘Neo-ruralism’ were used as keywords
in Google Scholar, and academic papers published in journals were selected
from up to 100 documents for each keyword. A literature review was
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conducted for each keyword, and according to the search results, up to 100
literature sources were selected. Among the 100 documents in the results of
each keyword search, only papers published in academic journals in Korean
and English were selected, excluding books, reports, and conference
materials. The search yielded 128 documents, which were thereafter filtered
for relevance to this study’s purpose. After filtering, only 44 publications
were found suitable for inclusion in the final analysis.

Through the content analysis, the characteristics of New ruralism were
summarized into four features to be applied as spatial planning principle in
Korea. Consequently, the four features from concept of New ruralism, or
‘4Cs’:  ‘Conservation’, ‘Cultivation’, ‘Community’ and ‘Creativity’
(Creative space with service delivery in rural environments), should be the
basis for presenting the future rural spatial planning principle for sustainable
development in Korea.

Humanity is living in an era in which the entire world must overcome
any crisis together, transcending one country, like the pandemic situation
caused by COVID-19 and the crisis caused by climate change. With urban
developed due to industrialization, problems in rural areas have arisen
nationally, and other rural problems have arisen due to globalization. Now,
countries around the world are having problems that each must solve, and
there are problems that need to be solved through international cooperation.
This study of New ruralism is about spatial planning for sustainable
development of peace and prosperity by solving the problems facing each
country, as well as global problems.

The four features from the concept of New Ruralism, ‘4Cs’
(Conservation, Cultivation, Community and Creativity) presented in this
study are principles for spatial planning for direct resolution of the crises
facing each country and the international crisis of ‘Sustainability’.
Sustainable development aims to create a better environment better
conditions for both the present and future generations.

This study has revealed that there were insufficient theories for
systematic planning and spatial planning in rural areas compared to urban
areas, and preserving rural areas from the existing ruralism that made use of
the advantages of rural areas differentiated from cities in spatial planning
outside the city.

The conservation space should allow mankind to preserve essential
values such as nature, cultural heritage, clean air, clean water, forests, and
ecosystems. The space for cultivation should be a space for food cultivation,
rural economy, rural tourism, healing and well-being, and smart agriculture,
and there should be a specific production plan. Spaces other than essential
arable land should be managed in an eco-friendly way for the rural landscape
and ecology. The space for the community should be maintained and
managed continuously, should help promote the relationship between
community members, and should be created as a future-oriented, pleasant,
eco-friendly space by applying energy-efficient, smart technology. It should
be possible to present concerns and solutions on how to have the essential
elements necessary for this. The space for creativity should be expanded
from the existing agriculture-centered rural areas to make agriculture
innovative, and creative tasks other than agriculture should be done in rural
areas. You should be able to suggest a solution.

The future rural spatial plan should be capable of classifying regions and
spaces according to their respective characteristics and suggesting concrete
plans for sustainable, coexistence, prosperity, and happiness in spatial
planning. Through follow-up studies, these contents should be made more
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sophisticated. A limitation of this study is the lack of case presentation. The
follow-up study should be more specific and should be conducted on a case
area with more specific spatial planning principles.
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