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Abstract

Calligraphy is an important and unique part of Chinese culture landscape. Chinese domestic tour-
ists’ perception of calligraphy landscape is closely related to the image perception and tour expe-
rience of scenic spots. This paper takes Mount Tai Scenic spot, which is a double heritage of nature
and culture in the world, as an example. Through online travel notes, select 20 sample pictures.
Using the landscape preference matrix together with semantic differential method to conduct a
questionnaire survey on tourists to Mount Tai and carrying out the correlation analysis of land-

» o«

scape preference according to the survey data. It is found that the higher “legibility”, “uniformity”
and “fame” of calligraphy landscape or calligraphy landscape with “mystery” are more likely to be
loved by tourists. The complex calligraphy landscape often can not be loved by tourists; the level
of people’s understanding of calligraphy has a direct impact on the sightseeing experience of stone
carving landscape. People with higher interest and knowledge are more willing to appreciate the
calligraphy landscape and have a better understanding of its literal meaning, thus their travel ex-
perience is even more profound.
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FEAE B A% G AL AR 7y, A2 RSO ECT R . SR SO 9 35 X S 0 3 A Ak
ST, ARG ML, e B L ERARESLR R, PIsiER T ARSCR . AR
Blgn AT AR BL R 7 RS ST I [1] [2], SR AN SR R SR (R kR, 228 T S 5 X
BEIE R

R o [ A5 SR TN 2, A AR I A D5, 1A SO RS 2 A%
FEY G AR AAMMIRER S S AT T [3]; I NE B R R AL
SRR S R Z AR R IR A NS R [4]; B KBNS T IR Bkl . 2 s &-E4
A, MM G, R AR SR R T B BRI [5]: BN B SF B ArcGIS FOARHE
N T AR RN A5 WS 7 I AR AE I S SR AR AT 1 4 [ 2y 48 P BN
[6]o P WL ERSRASIEFEIBT FUTE A, (EL S5 0L A e 73 T RO e 475 Bk =

U, AT IARG R, B TREW, W 426 Pk, FiEEETER 1545 K. SR
i, A ChAEZE” « CRTHE L7 2/, T ARSI . AFP RSO R, 8
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2. RMREFE
2.1. FIRHR

AT AR LA, SR Kaplan SO 27 RS A TIN5 AASTE SOWPEAT Fh$2 X 10 X T 258 s %t 41
JEPEOTIA T, e IR R 22 iR A IR UK 20 5K SBRZR L TR 2 AT B 1 &, J81d SPSS16.0
AT SO AL W LA TSI T A FR IR AR IR R SEMARIT TT,  DAR TR Fi s W i (1 R 3K

2.2, XIS

2.2.1. BEMRGT
SOV AT A UL SRR 0 G, MARTESE 2 . RIS ALCo BRI A B2, SRARIE A T S5 WA B )
B REAE RN, — NI BEPA G R R RO, 2 — 8 N 5P EAR IS5 R[] [8] 9]

2.2.2. {RIFHERE

i iFFERE i FAE 1989 4 Kaplan RIAHRH, A& —Ff LLL B2 9 SR O ME S 5 BEAT “ MW LT
PRIV SR WA 4 R 4 4 O X o UL A R 1 e R P S LB I R B B — PO T o S WL
R X SFOUL R VP A — R R PP S T TRAE AT P90 B — 3 ST 7] )R8, AN TR N AN TR R IR
AYRKAMEZESR, ERRBERE BT LRI ARIE[10]. AR Kaplan 5oL 4 K 15
DAL~ AV SR PN FP R L 10 X6 B 20 AL PP R 1, SRR FUREMA P30 5oL i 4 O PR 3R

223, ENERE
VB U2 R E(SD )42 1957 4F Osgood 38 H I — RO BRIINR 7 142, T30 3 A S AT S 2 MLk U5 43R
AR I HA SO R i, W REE -2, —1, 0, 1, 2 Ak, FrIZERRAMEE
ST ST o FR R SE BRBE . K SOE FE XS R AN 10 AN FE SR FE 7 W 2o 72 1) 5 v S 00 fr S A P
3. AR
3.1. &Rt
B, AR R, L 100 Bk AR 3R ThIg 5% S5k i 9 s 1 15 e 2 i
TOHET R IR, W 20 T ZUIE KA A A R A . FLU, BT 15 10 S0k KT 5 B AR S
(225, SEHHRIRIACH AT 5910 E BT RE AT IR, R S AR E: 1) A5 R ke
SR TR RN s 2) HRCs TN 53 0B BT 25370 5 3) AN O T 2537 X0 11] Bt JE 45 & Kaplan
(S R A TR 7, W 10 0 IE RIGA, MtBiyEkfE 1),

Table 1. SD factor and corresponding adjective pairs

% 1. SD AFRHEMN A F R

P I H TE 253 %

(01 fmkt NEW - EW
(02)52 7% ffjE - 52k
(03)85%1% L - 5
(04)/R I ToH -
(05)iR M 1t TR - T A
(06)514 1 AR - W it
(07) St ML - Sy
(08) 5y i1 TRAER I - Sl R
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O RFAM: ANAERE AL - AT
(L0)BeAE Aok NBAE - 25ik NBAR

RNTAET 258 2R, R4E — AR A RE G R =N T 8 AR, [RIE 5K AT RS
WERKE R, AT E VPN SN 5 &, T “dE%” o b M CdgE” SRX 4, L0 SHHIZL
KA, MWERIA NS TEE-2. —1. 0. 1. 2 DUMEZ RS I BUEAGE 2).

Table 2. The evaluation scale

#z2 HFERE®R
|3 t A% — % % El3a
-2 -1 0 1 2

WEREILD N =T B8, A AHgt, EEAFEMER . FERe. 20, PukBLEFIR
LS DRI R IR s 35 B R Xl T TR DU, M B AR TR . B R
SR TR TRIR A . B = ARy, MRS SR A5 A 20 5K I ZIREAR I A, A
T SCZE ST 10 6] TR 285 1) 0 A I 5230 25 1 v 47

R

2019 £ 2 H 9 HE 13 H, WFFUERAE SR 1L 5 X 8] A 957 2 1% A BE ML RE 7y 38 2 im 45 100 43, [A]
W R a3 97 1y, A REEIL 97.00%. NS4 51 0% 3,

Table 3. Statistical characteristics of demographic statistics (N = 97)

3. GIUHAANOZIHTFEKRFHEN =97)

T NH Jt o5 E Al Bl NH JiT o Bl
L) 48 49.48% AN 2 XN 12 12.37%
% 49 50.52% Al 2y T HR 57 20 20.62%
W NH Jt o5 Bl it 5 5.15%
18 ZLLF 9 9.28% A 4 4.12%
18~25 % 24 24.74% BHI/EAR N 51 2 2.02%
26~30 % 7 7.22% MEZE 8 8.25%
31~40 % 21 21.65% YN 1 1.03%
41~50 % 28 28.87% IBARN 7 3 3.09%
51~60 % 4 4.12% S 27 27.84%
60 Z Ll | 4 4.12% SRzENANZ 14 14.43%
=31 NEL T i B Hoph 1 1.03%
Yl K& ELT 8 8.25% NGLION N T o5 ELA5
B 26 26.80% LD CON 23 23.71%
KL 21 21.65% 3000 JC & VLR 12 12.37%
KEFAREL 33 34.02% 3001~6000 7T 36 37.11%
it 8 8.25% 6001~10,000 7© 21 21.65%
{1 1 1.03% 10,000 J.LA - 5 5.15%
B R EL N T i Bt
1Kk 40 41.24%
2~4 3K 43 44.33%
4 KU 14 14.43%
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4. MRGRE5 S
4.1. HFENBERNEEFRNE F 54

KM SPSS16.0 XTFEA K Fy KAk R E . PRTTIESEIL 9 DTN A T REAT BT (K 4), 45
SRR I S 5 B 2 W WU G R 1o B e, $9ME08 13814, HJSMRUCNEETE RIAATE. TE0E.
BRAEME. $RFUE. S, k. A D).

Table 4. Tourists’ preference for stone carving samples

F 4. BENAZEARFEFHEFEE

Tl (BUE-2~2) ¥IE brifEZ N Her
S —0.1546 1.43135 97 9
IR 0.5464 1.54124 97 8
PRI 0.7216 1.26444 97 6
AR 1.2887 0.86553 97 5
B 1.3711 0.86986 97 2
TP 1.2887 0.94603 97 4
Sy 1 1 0.5979 1.15163 97 7
Stk 1.3814 0.72806 97 1
14 1 1.3402 0.95619 97 3

—— ERTRE = 5 e e TR e SR M e AR
g
80 =
70
5
60
50
40
30
20
10
0JJ=«-'—: =}
HERE , 1 0 1 TR
e TSN el W e 5 TV e B M e BB 1
70 1E
60 fh
E=
50
40
30
20
10
0 e
HERE 1 o : e
Figure 1. The quantity statistics of tourists’ different degree orientation to each factor
B 1. BENEEFAREENENHEEST
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WEF UL BATIEMT . 5 HR BORRE I A 20 SO A B B 5 AT TR LR A 20 S5 WL B 45 o 159 B e 25
IR s AE— TEREPE N A0 23R T A B S bR o A 20 R A2 PR v 1 2 S5 0 AT o0 A 2 e P i
RIS, A AR A R S EAE A 5 SR AATRERAR, (N SR T, — R L dRgs
BRI E %, A R AL A5 S AR A RE 51 R & 5 %2 .

4.2. FEXMNPET BEEHEXERR

WO 5L T R EEAR SRAB R BEAT ORI D T (L 5)o SR : 20 53 R % 5 HL A AR B
FHIRAE IS vt 2 e B 0 Pk M 2 B HLAE e I R RO 53 SR I Ml g P U 2 7
o R O A5 ¥ UL AR B g A AL B A b A ST I B RE 0 B B i A6 SE ORI
RIS, “ TR 5 “RESII 95 PR A REMIE, SRR A RS A5 AR ST
HSARERAR TR NSRSy 0 A 2 LB RSy, St 30 SORE m A 136z i B i
BOSGBAEHRAHRNE I LU B, 7T LA a2 8L Pk oW AR L 5 A IR BRI W BCE B B R &R

TableS. Related indicators of tourists’ understanding of calligraphy
5. EBET RIZEEEXY

A g BB THEE BRIR FEREE BERTHE OWRXE REIR a3 BERE

P 1.000 0.899 0.814 0.771 0.765 0.795 0.836 0.764 0.137

Bk EEMEGEN)  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.180
df 0 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95

AR 0.899 1.000 0.842 0.839 0.834 0.833 0.868 0.820 0.203

TREE DM@ 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.046
df 95 0 95 95 95 95 95 95 95

P 0.814 0.842 1.000 0.787 0.758 0.810 0.781 0.815 0.164

BRI SEME@M)  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.108
df 95 95 0 95 95 95 95 95 95

FHIRPE 0.771 0.839 0.787 1.000 0.745 0.817 0.835 0.797 0.129

FAEE  REWE@EN)  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.208
df 95 95 95 0 95 95 95 95 95

AHIR A 0.765 0.834 0.758 0.745 1.000 0.794 0.757 0.737 0.206

FERTH SEMEENM)  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.043
df 95 95 95 95 0 95 95 95 95

HAME 0.795 0.833 0.810 0.817 0.794 1.000 0.824 0.803 0.194

R BEME@EN)  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.057
df 95 95 95 95 95 0 95 95 95

AHIR A 0.836 0.868 0.781 0.835 0.757 0.824 1.000 0.850 0.189

RESIB| REE@EM)  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.063
df 95 95 95 95 95 95 0 95 95

AHIR A 0.764 0.820 0.815 0.797 0.737 0.803 0.850 1.000 0.073

APk BEWEGEN)  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.479
df 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 0 95

P 0.137 0.203 0.164 0.129 0.206 0.194 0.189 0.073 1.000

W BEMH@N) 0180 0.046 0.108 0.208 0.043 0.057 0.063 0.479 0.000
df 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 0
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2) PR XA TR BN A 2 SO A VAR IS AT BRSO o BB AR R R e (Y AR T
MFEP AR R E A A, R IS5 3, Ui Va2 SO R o AN SO I X i e R T
WA T Z [FH R RBAT M T, WTUVE HA R T ZAMFE R . X RIU T AR SR B BT — %
s S, RSO BT B R, Bt i e DUBR SR m R CRESRE T 5 C Btk kSRR K
VER, SR ARG, RISt AR R R RO, UG B AR
KRR, AR 2 0 1 SR AR

E&WE

W ARE A2 RBPFRRIR A5 H (15CGLIT)s M BTG R FEAR RS AT NI ZR TR H (2019A042);
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