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Fig.1 Recreation demand hierarchy (Driver and Brown)
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Tab.1 Types of waterfront area activities in the Dandong urban system
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Fig.2 The investigation and research sites
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Tab.4 The mean and std. deviation of the sample

He 7 WPPHE AR Bitin i
1 AR 3.84 0852
2 TR A 3.82 0927
3 TR 3.76 0819
4 i 3.75 0969
5 H AR JE 3.70 0914
6 4 P 3.66 0883
7 WA kg 3.66 0904
8 R K 3.65 0733
9 R A 363 0931
10 2R R B 3.62 0894
11 ARG 3.61 0845
12 LNER 357 0972
13 SR A 356 0993
14 e E 355 0892
15 AR 25 349 0933
16 X 2 3.49 0944
17 PRSI 3.49 0978
18 IREEF 2 347 0904
19 T S 343 0949
20 EZ 2] 3.39 1013

ORI TR : 2009 4E T A VTR,
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Tab.5 The result of questionnaire’s reliability analysis
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(XA HE ARG W R BURAR . BRI 0.84
Gl ARG AL XA SR IR A 0.83
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Tab.6 Summary of fit statistics
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Fig.3 Model of ecological benefits-based management in waterfront areas
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The Management Pattern of Waterfront Areas in Cities and Towns

ZHENG Liaoji"?, LIU Huiging’
(1. Tourism Management College, Liaoning Eastern University; Dandong 118001, China;
2. College of Urban and Environmental Science, Northeast Normal University, Changchun 130024, China)

Abstract: Waterfront areas in the urban and the town areas provide easy opportunities to have access to the
public space of good qualities for residents and visitors who are keen on a variety of recreational activities. The
objective of this study is to offer a structural equation modeling which helps to identify the structural relation-
ship among waterfront areas about ecological benefits-based management (EBBM). The structural equation mod-
el is invented to reliably and validly measure predictive relationships between the constructs of Activity, Setting,
Experience, Benefits and Ecological Features. This approach represents a significant departure from the tradi-
tional planning model of waterfront areas. The findings indicate that the comprehensive uses of Activity, Setting,
Experience, Benefits and Ecological features are applicable in waterfront areas. The EBBM approach recognizes
the ecological benefits that waterfront areas contribute to the overall qualities of life in the community, and it
contributes to help policymakers take new and emergent findings into account when designing recreation and ac-
tivity services and initiatives for the 21st century. Waterfront areas perform valuable functions such as providing
groundwater recharge areas, wildlife habitat, recreational opportunities, and filtering pollutants from storm water
run-off and sediment control. The ecological benefits-based model acknowledges that there are multiple provid-
ers of waterfront areas. The most important benefits are to protect the natural surroundings and to have access to
water and public lands. Data are collected by using a combination of on-site interview and questionnaires com-
pleted by 304 inhabitants and tourists of Dandong. The survey indicates that waterfront areas are needed in the
urban and the town areas. The survey also requires respondents to rate the public benefits of waterfront areas.
The fit indices show that the model fits the data accurately.

Key words: waterfront areas; benefits-based management (BBM); ecological benefits-based management

(EBBM); structural equation modeling (SEM)

G RS
FRILT, XU, AT K XA PR s BRLA 1R, 2010, 29(10): 1256-1262.



