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Abstract: As China has been facing an aggravating trend of aging population, how to adapt to the special
environmental needs of an aging society will be a new perspective of community construction and landscape
planning in the future. Taking Fujian Province as an example, this paper, based on large-scale on-site
questionnaires, analyzes the effects of residents’ age and place attachment on their preferences for natural
landscape. The results indicate that: 1) Age has a significant effect on natural landscape preference, but place
attachment leaves no significant impact on this aspect. 2) The “weak” cognitive characteristics of the elderly
(over 60 years old) and children (6~9 year olds) lead to lower natural landscape preference with the two groups,
showing the return of the elderly to “childhood”. 3) The natural landscape preference of the young people (15~19
years old) and the middle-aged people (20~59 years old) are significantly higher than the elderly and children,
and the young people show the highest preference in particular, which may be a result of the educational level
and the background of the times. The results of the study are of guiding significance to the rational improvement
of community landscape planning, design and management in the background of social ageing.
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Tab. 1 Questions on place attachment level

iz HH Pl
SR ARARETT BRTRE A, THRBUERFS: (IR BT, e L JCATA 2. Med 3. e
AR WSRERBAERFE Y (R BT R ER, MRET, fRee L 7o 2. Mt 3. AEF
PR A RARRIREEREZE (ITAD) —ERITHATHE M, fRex e L JCHTA 2. M 3. et

ST - el L o=
£ 65
55 &0
55
&% . ‘ | .
45 *
45
40 40
N [ I | T
0 — 0
R Wi S zea o BHEIR BT R manr

TERFTHIR S 4 19 em x 13 em. FEGIHE A2
SNt A AR M)—H T CRS( D )—
TEEE / X%t (1-6) — i A (o) / &
A (n)
2.2.2 [FEEERTT IR A

(W45 N A AR AN A S AR E . HTT K
AU e S M

T EHE RSB ] JLEAH (6~9
BT HFA(15~19% ) MHAEZ(20~59 % ).,
SEFL( =60 % )o T MHUE SRS 50 A,
HEAT BERLAAR I, AR A A AR A8 2
2684107, SRR, J 4651 A (7 24.3%) , T4
725 N (i 27%) , MZH 683 A (5 254%)
S 625 A (5233%)

T ARASR 73 3 PR YR . SR
W GA, HEZZARA SA . PIERART PAPY, (R
Loy Iolng . M, EEMEE 3 (£ 1) .

sOWR GO, ERZ U5 ERHT
LAY (A5 0 HR AR AT (e Je 5 B8 R A T 7 1
BB 1) M 34 5K A HG 12 5RIRA(E
RERIN I s 2) A 12 5K R Hr ik
Hoo ik E N EZE WA E; 3) it
[ 6 SRR A Fhade 3 5K IR 1D B 8 X R

o SO EFE PR N « B A
gy, HERKEAG 22, RERHR
153397, RBUGEPHRAS 0 3. AW

B B AR SO 4 B 5 SUOR S 0 B AR I 5t

Mk AR — A TR G S EA B R R
AR b W I SRR . AR SO 4T JEE Pr
AR AIR

n=34

Pr= Z% x N,

X, Pry NZVTE I E R SR IR,
M, RZViE A R E, A RZ
WA 345K IR A BT S 4, N O R
9 E SR,
223 Gk

B SE S A IBM SPSS Statistics 22 HH{T
Giit. RAANTRBRRAER ST,
BRGHTAIRLUT 3 AP 1) W EFREAR AR
[ E ARSI R T 0G50 (AR,
TIEHEE . MR ), R REEAR
N E RS MRS EEAE, ISR 2R
BB TR LTS 2) XRFESFSAH AT [H
— TR ARG A 4R
B BT K S REARR 35 3) A
ZESFMEEFR A 2 MRS ARG TR T IR L
B, fHAAZEFEN AL, DL RE R
ANF] AR B SRS R e 25 5

(1)

3 IrirsiR
3.1 HARSAHCHE S

F 3 Rl AR 2 B R AR A S 0 5 AR
HEATHT R R RS S T SRR DR, TE

5 / Research

F 2 RIFAFIAZE AR S I EE A I L 45
Tab. 2 Pairwise comparison of natural landscape
preference of different age groups
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