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Tourists’ environmental preferences, perceived restoration and perceived health at
Fuzhou National Forest Park
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350002, China

Abstract: Environmental preferences and perceived restoration are the two main
perceptions of tourists in some environments. Perceived health reflects the health
benefits from the environment to people. A lot of studies suggest that people have
different preferences for different environments, and the greater the preference, the
greater the environmental recovery benefit. For example, compared with urban
environments, nature is preferred and has more recovery benefits. The advancement and
accumulation of perceived recovery helps to improve perceived health, such as reducing
illness or bad mood. In order to explore the relationships and mechanisms of
environmental preferences, perceived restoration and perceived health, we constructed
a path model across three conceptions, and a verified structure relation model using
data from Fuzhou National Forest Park. We found that the corrected three dimensions
(Coherence, Complexity and Mystery) can effectively predict environmental preferences,
and Mystery best explains environmental preference. Being away, Extent, Fascination,
and Compatibility can effectively reflect perceived restoration of the environment
Environmental preference has a significant positive influence on perceived restoration,
perceived restoration has a significant positive influence on perceived health. The
direct effect of environmental preference on perceived health is not significant, but
there is indirect effect through the mediator of perceived restoration. Therefore, in
the planning and design of the natural recreation areas, to achieve more health benefits
the diverse needs of tourists at a landscape function should be considered, and

mysterious, charming and diverse landscapes should be properly designed
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BEREEAL, 2] REERINBERIB]I L AWCEE14] . F S AR ARAT WmH A HE.
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(N
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Bl19]; MARFHE T T R REETERAFEREEZR, LR TREMTBRMEE
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ME R FZAMAE A B HATERRIE, RFETHEENTFERT KER TN E R G TE =%
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e e— Table 1 Environmental preference matrix
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BH BTN TERET, REANTENEN, TMALFZER, 0 Herzog 43 A& & AT
THRREOZEFRF, FHEMNE, — 2 S5 RT ZEIEMX(24]; TE A — T4 FRMIE
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TR B, S X IR B TR B B RORE R E X I e 5T o
2.2 AR AWREE®
WE MR RN E LA E d Kaplan SR HHEZ AWK ZE % (Attention Restoration
Theory, #F ART) [22], K EHA R — R EATE . LEME. BAUFEEEET MEE. TH
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BTN S N E A, HET ¢ sk EE%R” (Perceived Restoration Scale, PRS) [27], Mt
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AT Ao B LB X R [29], F KRR IZ A PRS B kAR T L& 8 38 7 A i & % i 2
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2.3 ERENE

ik, —LHRRCEFFAMANERERS AL B TR, EENERAFAEAETKE
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R#EFRZL FEN, N TERENNECTEMTENET, WEROAE, FAZHROK
., e, BDRAMAE. FRAUK, AREERSBEM AR@ERIFEE[]. L+, B
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= model of restorative perception of

forest park tourists
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HEYE N IEE BT HEE R E TR EE TN E, RAERNERFRALNE AR
K.
3.2 MAK T SHEKRE

H
SN
b=
H
N
=il



HIRES 2018 £ 02

3.2.1 FA&ARIT
AARAEANATHERETRZEAF O E Mo RAMA L EHRAZFNA DRI FRIE, £
FRFWHR. Sl HEEE. ZRM. RLARErE. E-_HrRRNERETER, TEEL
BEERENAR, AN (5. EE. BRSO . HiEl (A#HRXLS . AH%K. HE
ARSI . AN (BEEZE. FE. BAN. B L) FaitE CRFIA#H—FHR. i
B, @R fomhl, FHE) ANEEL 4ANETI8], =2 EAAERERITNER, TES
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f£94(28, 36, 37, 41]. E3NMNEEXRHXA T o4 T wmERE, A1 (FFLRR) -7 (F
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3.2.2 HERE ST &

BWHANAT 2016 F7TA2H— TAIHEBMNERAA A BN #THENBEEANERE, AEE
EXNEALNBNIEE. FRENEFEZWNEANE, AFREEZEEFELFT E— 11 &,
THFIE— THE. EXHEEHATRAERN, 4t AEAZ#TT R ENERESHHA, RIEFEEXN
EENENERE, HTREGEENERESEARE, FRWELALN TR MMEBEFERE SN
EXEHARFAZLH10: 1 15 1EN[42], B L E#A 500 4, EYH KA 468
B, BRI AE A 93.6%. KA SPSS19. 0 F1 AM0OS23. 0 AT 2K 18 40 32 R A A B 303 4 47 o
4 AR AR R

4.1 PFEARFEARKE

FEWAREAT, BHE 46.6% “Md53.4% FHSLHAHKARET, £H0L18726 ¥
Fob5 F UL EWANESBE A E, 425|538 8%F136. 8% B R E LA LK AW F AT R L,
EFRFEHBTERES, AR BHEE N BN AMASZEBMN I EZINAR, HP ¥4
BFA WAL R BKA AR EEBEK (67.8%) , AH2HEIFEMNERHFMAERAHAEL 2
Ko

4.2 BEREAHT

EEASFRBET FAENEEREN —KMEMEEE., XA spssl9. 0 #ATREELH, ERLH: I
FERFH—2. i, EREmaRE £ A4 Cronbach's a 244 4 0. 717, 0. 585,
0.657 A1 0.820, HH, ZizMia % ZHHMK (Cronbach's a <0.6) , KEEITFNELRN
BN R R T T S AHIAE 0.800 L E (&R 2), HHAKRZIREEEN, £
BEEARITUNERE. 2L, A5, AT, MAIBRKTEMAENELEEZW TR, Hke
A TRETE%.

e 1 e R2HEAGE., BERLRIEEEFHMER

e 1 Table 2 The test results of reliability,
|: He————m validity and confirmatory factor analysis of the
= hypothetical model

NEBERBMEEHREREMENEN EARAL, TUBLELNMRATE LhBELZ
B X RS REE, MAREE, AERERTM3]. 2MEF K2, EMIRATS
RGENHE0 L AFTREMS, HMAREHATO0.300, RAEREARFHANEHE.
SR E R ERENEENTREEZ B A 44], — s, HEANETFAREA
F0.500#H08%F, bTUBRRFHERHME (AVE) AL GERHETHLE. mE2TUE
H, A5, AT A0 A9 BUARE BT /N T 0.500 (4 A% 0.432, 0.481, 0.434) , EAMITHAT
0.500; —FH M. FEtfn g MEHFHE FHIE/NT 0.500(4 4] 4 0.487, 0. 315 7 0. 342),
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HEAEEHAT0.500; AABEFKRT K (0.573) /AT 0.600, EL¥HAT0.600, 44
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4.3 MEEAY AL E AR
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6 I TR B I A B 6 A B 3, B SRR AR I T AT 4 B L
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RIMELLYSELE

Table 3 Goodness—of-fit indices of

measurement model

rca e e KAV EENHERITEREE . QERR
T B F A
Table 4 The test results of reliability,

—_—— validity and confirmatory factor

analysis of the revised environmental

preference model
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TIFRy—BME . 40, WAlE, REKEWITNHEE. BAKE. EERREEELEE THEAD
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4.4.1 M X FHEADNESREL R

AT IR M X AR R AR A MR EH#ATSH AT, ATARRMEXBREEDS KL EHE
A p LA B Al A

x 2/df=3.981, RMSEA=0. 080, GFI=0.939, IFI=0.966, NFI=0. 955, CFI=0. 965, TLI=0. 954, 7]
FE A A B E B,
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Figure 2 The final structural model of
health perception of restorative

perception of forest park tourists
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B, HAEE TR K AR AT EOE R AT, TR E R R AR5 Al 5 2035 R 4T
RARAEY, XEUE—SHRNERZMHFN45, 46]. wEZREERA AT R RITSRE
PR KRB, RIAR B A Ao AL B R TN IR SRR 4T, S AR M E A L18],
MR Em AT ERE, —BHEH MR TERTH, EFEEHNMERTHRETY, &6
AFARIBFNEIANA, —MAFEXRRIFOFIELTEARIAFNE RO E N,
ERREEN TN A%l =R, EES P mEEE IR ENER R, £
AXREHFRE, ERTFEL, FEFRAMNREZNTR, FIARENEE. NESFHIRAK,
HEGMMNEYTES EEHFEAENNE, URAENHBIE G 28, EEAL NG
St t, BB EEVER S ENN 5, TURTHEFNTERT.

5.2 WKE MM BRI

EREWITN G @ BER G IFERNEAER P, & T B AT 30K B KOS B 9 256 B, 3t
WMEMITN A EERE, SA%EART UBBEREEITN L 70. 0% % 5, MEEKRAK
HEAM> FEM> TH> EEME, RHEANEEHNKEWTINETH, EFUBAMEEN
K, —EEZNART AL B AEETNERAKENEES (25, 32], WLLEL, REE
MR REEATEREE NN EERE,
HFEERRRATENEEE S, WMIERATHEFTURBRIEELENERRATEEL, H
v, EEBEEREYNEITE T FNEBGRARRE, K 73.9% HALZT CHREF N 67.5%.
EFERAN 64. 30F K EIEA N 63.2%) MERAME L, LR, FFEAREAKREREE
WENERATRETEFERA, TAMBRES. REEH, FEENRERES,

5.3 HEAmeF. KEMIFH ol el x &
WEBFRLAWARZERTUEN (A2, ARFRENKEE TN LT REEYH, PHEES
15 79. 6%, BVEREMRAT G m | N EA, REW TN SR 0.796 NEAL, XA ERHS Y]
W— SRR — B — MEARFHIER TR KERTE[22], NAEFRTREK
EWHE[4T], BWENTEL SN ERKEETRE48], HES T EERREKE MR
%[49]. WMH, —L¥F0iE, MRRTHG ISR BT MEE R A BB TR #,
MBI A MR T RGN =&, #TEMKIBREEHERR[47].
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HIPENEES WAL E, EROREEITFNAPAER, BB IA 56. 0%. M H I
BEmFRIFKE TN B @RV IT AT HER, HAREE AT R NERRE— N
HAWRE, EF—BM. A2 &%Wﬂ&%ﬁ%ﬂ%%&e%%iﬁﬁ%%ﬁ%Fé & M 4
MAEFHEEZERZTHER., RBRLEHE EBNRY, kB2 5T ENITE,
HMERNF CRENIRE: REETERERERTIFMG,

6 4t 53tk

6.1 %&b

ERNETHEENRZ R ERRNRFEELE OSSN RNTEX AN, XMXRAHT
AMIUAFERAEASARBROEANE, AFRETT BRI E T HEAL WA R RIT. REH
W 5@ RRE TR, FUBMERFRMAEAE, HWET A EREE T RRET KA T
NERERFTEZFNRREE, WPERT ZFZEWTZ NG, HEBEHEANEEHER
HEASARBERAEREET —M2FwdA. FHHREZEZ R LT

(D BEEMAERITEEST M. ZEERHNE 3 NMEEMR, ZEETERRK LT
ERiF, HMERZ AR RERAEEN—ANEE. ETZEENALER BRI E R,
HEEH—FHE,

(2) mE ., FREM. BAEMFEEMEHEEA R AITFIRE TN, HEFBA%ETIKE KT
MEIFH R A MRET . REED . BREEMEFEE %A R R 82 R H 0 E R
Baith, £F, WERBELWEHEA.

(3) I EAmIF AT ER IR E TN A BFER v, BA 2. &2 s o= 30
%, EEZIL AR BRI ERET, HWESKEMETN.

4) FEKER TN REXRZITHEEFLEZ LY, BATE., TRM. BAUMEEHEN
ENFE LR T HEL RIS,

(5) B35 M 3 *F 6 R AR 7Py R B v, (B RT LU 3R B M R B P 1B R Ok T8 v
BRI, Hik, BA %M. E4a0ailtEER, FEEAT®E. BEME. BAKMER
MR BN, wH ] AR AR R

6.2 itk

(D ARRERETRRET. WEAR TN EEEREIFEARTNERZ b, FEFROEF,
WiEFAHEFEENNART L, QlEEMNET ZF 2N AXRER, FELREARIE,
M BTG T ARRF REME PN ERERGTE=FZEHXRARERANE, mET A
X B AT ERRA N IANREGEM, FHFANFRRITHA ER R, H45 58 AREHHE
BERANRET 55,

(2) EsTEREELGRS, XRARA4ANBRENNETEXR AENERERGITEHEE, T
BEREZHNE LFERAWARE, XERAANLIREZL A FEANERXAEE L N
FMEARKNEE, IE. CERMEEEER, AEREMEERANTERNEAKNEER
E.
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RAFANFEAEFEEEHR: O RERTCE T, ELEMMBEZANEE, KEKT
aeme, KEE. BARMEZMEANEE, AMTECERAZ MWHEXEETZELH
BARBEERMBENIWRE, RAAFQ FRRKTENERBHETHEL, REX=ZFZEEE
AEHRMNXROWRA, XRZANM?
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