31 12 Vol 31, Na 12

2012 12 GEOGRAPHICAL RESEARCH Dec. , 2012
1,2 2 2 2
9 b 9

(1. s 2100975 2. s 210093)
’ 9 644 ’ ’

: (D) .

; . (2

: . (3

5 3 3 3 3

: 1000-0585(2012)12-2270-13

[1]
o ’
= ( . . . )
’
B ) o s
[4~8] 50 R
( ) o
, , @)
( . . ) (@)
( [10] [11] )
) ( )
( ) [12~17] ( ) [18~23]
) R ( )
: 2012-02-12; : 2012-05-12
(40871072)
(1974-), s , . E-mail. jiangzhijie740219@163. com

(1960-) , ,

E-mail: jiezhang@nju edu cn



12 : — 2271

(D ) ( )
A 5 b o (2)
b ( b
[zs]) (
v [26])0 ’ ’
, : (D
(2)
) ( . ) (3)
s (4)
2
21
C D 55hm?, 289 m’, 3L.74  m’,
7. 9m, 19. 5~34. 8m )
[27] . , [28] .
[29] H ) . .
22
2 2‘ 1 L23] ] ( )
o s > 644
’ ( )
( ) b b
3392 . 27 s s
. 2007 10 , 4, (N
164 s 209
. . 17~19
. , . 55. 9%

[} 44: 1% b 64; 9% 935. 1% H [}



2272 31

, s 39. 95%
., 55.15% , 4 9% ; , 15

o

1
Fig 1 The map of terrain and image of the case study area
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Fig 2 The position of terrain points and elevation labeled by subjects (No. 4) on her sketching map
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Tah, 1 The hierarchies of coding of processing style of terrain and source of related interview files
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Fig 4 The percentage of the cognition of the terrain feature points by the public (N=108)
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Fig 5 Reason for the cognition of the terrain feature points (N=108)
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Fig 6 The cognitive distortion of elevation of the terrain feature points by the public (N=108)
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Fig 7 The cognitive reference of the terrain feature points (N=108)
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The elevation cognition of terrain and its
influencing factors in a small-scale environment .
A case study of Pukou Campus, Nanjing University

JIANG Zhtjie'*, ZHANG Jie’, WANG Hut-lin*, ZHOU Wei?
(1. School of Psychology. Nanjing Normal University, Nanjing 210097 ;
2. School of Geographic and Oceanographic Sciences, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210093, China)

Abstract: Although the terrain cognition plays an important role in the research of interac-
tive relationship between human and environment, few studies have explored the issue.
This study chose the Pukou Campus, Nanjing University as a study area and interviewed
644 freshmen by employing non-possibility sampling and stratified proportional sampling
and implementing survey and in-depth interview methods based on the experimental
design. Then the data were analyzed by using qualitative and quantitative data processing
methods. Finally, some conclusions can be drawn as follows. 1) There are relatively high
agreements among subjects’ relative elevation cognition of the terrain and recognition of the
terrain feature points; while there are some trends among the spatial distribution of the
rate of cognitive bias of relative elevation. 2) There are topologic, spatial, cognitive and
behavioral characteristics of objects of allocentric reference selected by the subjects. 3)
The relative elevation cognition of terrain and recognition of terrain feature points in a
small environment are influenced by geographical environmental, cognitive, behavioral,

and emotional factors, of which individual daily geographical environment is dominant.

Key words: small-scale environment, geographical spatial cognition, cognitive map,

terrain, cognition of elevation, frames of reference



