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Abstract

Under the background of rural revitalization strategy, rural tourism has become one of the im-
portant means of rural revitalization by virtue of its characteristics. Under the existing literature
research, few studies have taken into account the development of rural tourism in small and me-
dium-sized cities under the tourist perspective evaluation system. Taking Ulanqab City as an ex-
ample, this paper makes a comprehensive evaluation of all tourism-based villages from the pers-
pective of tourists. With the help of social network analysis method, the radiation capacity and radi-
ation range of villages are measured from the perspective of “node-path-whole network”. The con-
clusion shows that, from the perspective of the overall network, there is obvious differentiation within
the overall network. From the perspective of each rural node, the radiation capacity of each tourist
village is weak and the connection is not close enough. By analyzing the current situation and improv-
ing the rural network system, this study provides a direction for the development of rural tourism
in other small and medium-sized cities, and also provides a certain reference for the subsequent plan-
ning and development of rural tourism.
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Table 1. Cronbach reliability, validity analysis results and test table
%< 1. Cronbach 5. MESTERIUARKIR

RIEG &
_ _ . TEMIEE Cronbach’s Bartlett

2 Wy it 0.442 0.882 0.769
SR SR it 0.560 0.877 0.511
ZNAZER S 0.506 0.879 0.589

Jire i AR 55
SR IRS iR 0.585 0.876 0.626
SR AFIRS R 0.640 0.873 0.619
Z i 7% 0.501 0.879 0.575
SR BER 0.425 0.882 0.603

Jite 7 BE IR

TR 2k SR BB 0.546 0.878 0.884 0.814 0.824 628.893

EZ Wi 0.700 0.871 0.726
SHERXEGIE  0.667 0.872 0.651
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PR Hr 0.666 0.871 0.709
WERRE 0.529 0.878 0.496
TR 0.526 0.878 0.628
RT3 TRV E A 0.475 0.880 0.725
TEmEEER 0.452 0.881 0.685
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13.851%. 13.197%, Jefs/a RFJ7 Z MR RN 64.846% > 50%. MEE WA I(E B 0] LIA BOSRE R, 454
VSR EE R ES, THTE— 50

Table 2. Table of weight endowment of each service element layer
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Table 3. Summary of network structure research methods
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Table 4. Summary of comprehensive evaluation and human resources index of each village

4 BEIMESTFNEANFRBRLER

AR L YINIR 711 401 1.85 1.28
T A B TS A 533 266 2.00 1.17
PEAB 5 A 2221 970 1.41 1.72
Lt 260 149 1.87 1.09
RGN 976 524 1.22 1.38
SETR L 1122 356 1.00 1.25
2R 988 211 1.15 1.13
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Table 5. Gravitational index of each village
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Table 7. Weighted centrality grading table
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Figure 1. Structure map of weighted centrality rural network
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Table 8. Classification of proximity centrality
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Figure 2. Structure map of rural network close to centrality
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Figure 4. Structure map of rural network of Ulangab
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Table 9. Central indicators of 15 tourism villages in Ulangab

9. BERMW 15 ML MO HERR

SRER DAL B LE AL B
AR 0.64 0.73 0.002
6 R B A 0.64 0.73 0.002
FEAR A 0.64 0.73 0.002
Lt 0.71 0.77 0.040
HRIBEH 0.57 0.70 0.000
SPTLLA 0.07 0.07 0.000
AR 0.14 0.14 0.000
FAY 0.92 0.91 0.405
R VA 0.64 0.73 0.002
ZIRARH 0.57 0.70 0.000
HFEN 0.07 0.07 0.000
N TS 0.07 0.51 0.000
JC T 0.71 0.77 0.040
FTEEN 0.14 0.53 0.000
BR A 0.50 0.70 0.000

5.6. FFERETFILE ST
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AR 2 A 75 AR L R BRI R, BRI 5 2 A S, SRS EARVEE YK, w5 3h HAbiRiE 2 &
RIE(E 5).

Table 10. Summary of eigenvectors and eigenvector centrality of Ulangab rural tourism network

= 10. B84 2 HiRENEFHEEE S EREF L ELER

E2REZY S REAEI B RRAIE 7] B L B (%)
ARFINL R 0.297 42.07
1% R B A 0.268 37.87
FEARTIA 0.254 50.03
ot 0.324 45.83
IRFEAGAY 0.260 36.75
TGRS 0.049 6.96
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B A 0.049 6.96
A 0.382 53.97
R A 0.354 50.03
ZIARKS 0.263 37.18
E 0] 0.049 6.96
NETAS 0.049 6.96
ToITAY 0.365 51.58
P RER 0.096 13.62
NV 0.229 32.44

Table 11. Grading table of Feature vector and feature vector centrality
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Figure 5. Structure map of rural network of eigenvector centrality
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