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Abstract: From the database of Science Direct and China National Knowledge Internet (CNKI), this paper
took the public preference for forest structure attributes as the object, used forest structure attribute, public
preference and intra-forest landscape as key words, and focused on public preferences for 10 major forest
structural attributes, for instance, number of tree species, size of trees, tree spacing, clear-cuts, extent of tree
cover, ground cover, deadwood (standing and fallen), visual penetration through stand, ‘Naturalness’ of forest
edges, and variation between stands along a trail through forest. Then, an intra-forest structural attribute tourism
attraction framework system was constructed according to the attributes distributed in the horizontal, vertical
and full space in the forest. And the comments put forward were great of significance to better carry out the
new forestry development concept and promote the sustainable development of forest tourism in China in the
future. [Ch, 1 fig. 73 ref. ]
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