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Analysis of tourists’ perception of forest cultural value in Mount Tianmu

YU Fei'?, LI Zhiyong'

(1. Research Institute of Forestry Policy and Information, Chinese Academy of Forestry, Beijing 100091, China;
2. College of Forestry and Biotechnology, Zhejiang A&F University, Hangzhou 311300, Zhejiang, China)

Abstract: [Objective ] To explore the differences of touristsundefined perception of the value in different forest
cultures and the causes of the differences. [ Method JForest cultural value is an important part of forest ecosys-
tem. On the basis of defining the connotation and extension of forest cultural value, eight categories of forest
cultural values are determined, and a questionnaire is designed to study tourists’ perception of the forest cul-
tural values in Mount Tianmu. [Result] The results show that 71.2% of the tourists recognize the eight cate-
gories of forest cultural values in Mount Tianmu, among which the physical and mental health (95.5% with an
average score of 1.62) and aesthetic (95.5% with an average score of 1.48) are the most recognized and score
the highest. Leisure and recreation (85.6%, average score 1.39), education and scientific research (87.1%, av-
erage score 1.32), sense of locality (87.9%, average score 1.25), cultural heritage (83.0%, average score
1.17). Inspiration (75.8%, with an average score of 0.97), religion and spiritual service (71.2%, with an aver-
age score of 0.88) have the lowest number of people with the lowest score. The background of tourists also has
a certain impact on their perception of forest cultural value. The tourists under 40 years old have a significantly

lower perception of leisure and recreation value than other age groups, and the tourists between 40 and 60
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years old have a higher perception of leisure and recreation, aesthetics and sense of place than other age
groups. Tourists’ perception of Mount Tianmu’s aesthetic core sense of locality will first rise and then decline
with the extension of their stay time, and the perception of visitors staying from one week to one month is the
highest. [ Conclusion |Therefore, in the construction process of Mount Tianmu spot, it is necessary to avoid ex-
cessive development of physical and mental health and aesthetic value, and strengthen the excavation of inspi-
ration, religion and spiritual service value. [Ch, 1 fig. 6 tab. 26 ref. ]
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Table 1 Main scenic spots in Mount Tiannu
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Table 2 Assignment rules for the presence/absence and perceived values of forest culture
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Table 3 Demographic information about the interviewed tourists
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Table 4 Score and level of forest forest cultural value in Mount Tianmu
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Table 5 Factors that significantly affected perception of forest cultural value
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Table 6 Influence of statistical characteristics on tourists’ perception of forest cultural value
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