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& Brockington, 2007). Third, studies consider how  

the relocation of people can be operationalized to 

deliver benefits to vulnerable communities (Y. Wang 

& Wall, 2005). Although interrelated, broadly these 

three key areas of research focus reflect the triple 

bottom line, commonly associated with studies on 

sustainability for ecological and tourism purposes 

(Moyle, Mclennan, Ruhanen, & Weiler, 2014).

Previous studies have identified that environ-

mental damage caused by population pressure is a 

major contributing factor leading to displacement 

(Ezra & Kiros, 2001). All the same, relocation 

Introduction

Ecological relocation refers to the assisted move-

ment of people to protect the environment (Yi, 

2003). Within the broad stream of research on eco-

logical relocation inquiry has centered on three  

core areas of research focus. First, studies explore 

how to restore the integrity of ecologically sensitive 

areas previously inhabited by people (DellaSala 

et al., 2003). Second, studies focus on poverty 

reduction through the development of subsidiary 

industries such as nature-based tourism (Schmidt 
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sustainable nature-based tourism development in 

World Heritage Sites. Subsequently, we begin with 

a review of the relevant literature regarding tourism 

relocation and the impacts of tourism development 

on residents. Additionally, we review some of the 

major theories that are used as the conceptual foun-

dation to explore residents’ perceptions of tourism 

impacts, specifically, SET.

Literature Review

Ecological Relocation

Research on human migration is a diverse and 

often interdisciplinary field, with previous stud-

ies grounded in disciplines such as anthropology, 

economics, geography, political science, psychol-

ogy, sociology, and urban and regional planning 

(Mangalam, 2015). All the same, despite the diverse 

range of disciplinary contexts, studies on human 

migration are primarily housed in the discipline of 

geography (Weiner, 2015). Early studies sought to 

examine mass migration, often as a result of con-

flict between different religious groups (Caselli & 

Coleman, 2013), though to urban renewal projects 

(Bauroth, 2014). More contemporary research on 

the subject has sought to explore the impact of 

migration on concepts such as environment, place, 

and space (Hall & Page, 2014).

Relocation is a similar yet distinctly different 

concept to migration, whereby residents from within 

a single country are forced to relocate for an enu-

merative amount of reasons, such as ethnic conflict 

or a natural disaster (Najarian, Goenjian, Pelcovitz, 

Mandel, & Najarian, 2001). Forced relocation dur-

ing conflict has received substantial attention, espe-

cially refugees, which leave their homeland due to 

violence and war (Salehyan & Gleditsch, 2006). 

Despite a plethora of knowledge on the plight of 

refugees there is limited literature on relocation to 

accommodate nature-based tourism development, 

especially documented in a Western context.

Relocation is a term used to describe the assisted 

movement of species to alternate ecosystems as a 

result of external pressures, such as climate change 

(Minteer & Collins, 2010). Humans are a species 

that have been identified to lead to adverse impacts 

on natural ecosystems (Goudie, 2013). As a conse-

quence, the supported relocation of people is often 

has been regarded as an effective way to solve the 

conflict between large population and limited land 

(Weaver, 2010). Dickinson and Webber (2007) note 

the importance of governance as a contributing fac-

tor for the relocation of people for the conservation 

of nature, with development policy leading to the 

relocation of people in Inner Mongolian villages to 

China. In this instance, the local government rebuilt 

the community in an adjacent region to accommo-

date economic growth.

However, economic growth has resulted in a series 

of new issues for the relocated population, including 

increased inequality, market provision of services, 

and importantly the loss of freedom regarding critical 

decisions with the potential to impact the livelihood 

of locals (Dickinson & Webber, 2007). Similarly, 

Milcu, Hanspach, Abson, and Fischer (2013) have 

identified future research that explores the complex 

relationship between biodiversity conservation, local 

society, and economic growth is required, particu-

larly in relocated areas. Connected to this, there has 

been limited empirical exploration of the impacts 

faced by residents to accommodate tourism develop-

ment, especially in a nature-based tourism context. 

Given the importance of resident perceptions for 

support for tourism development, this study seeks 

to contribute to the stream of research in this area 

by examining resident perceptions of relocation to 

accommodate tourism development in World Heri-

tage Areas in China.

Consequently, the aim of this article is to explore 

residents’ perceptions of the impacts of the reloca-

tion of residents for nature-based tourism develop-

ment in the Wulingyuan World Heritage Area, China. 

Specifically, this article seeks to identify residents’ 

perceptions of the economic, sociocultural, and envi-

ronmental impacts of the relocation. Importantly, the 

article also delves into the psychological impacts, 

providing implications for policy and planning ini-

tiatives in future regions that require the relocation 

of residents to accommodate future nature-based 

tourism development.

Importantly, this research explores the relative 

utility of social exchange theory (SET) for explor-

ing residents’ perceptions of relocation to accommo-

date nature-based tourism. Furthermore, this article 

provides valuable insights into how to coordinate 

conflict across various stakeholder groups, with 

implications for the promotion and management of 
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In addition, as the body of knowledge on eco-

logical relocation has evolved, researchers have 

shifted attention to the significance of policy imple-

mentation surrounding ecological relocation as well 

as evaluating the necessity and feasibility of cur-

rent practices (Su, 2006; Yang, 2004; L. J. Zhang 

& Wang, 2011). All the same, there is still a dearth 

of empirically grounded literature evaluating the 

impacts of ecological relocation, specifically on relo-

cated communities.

Of the studies that have explored the concept of 

ecological relocation, authors have a tendency to 

find that ecological relocation brings more ben-

efits than disadvantages (Dong, 2006; X. M. Liu & 

Chen, 2002; Tao, 2007). For instance, research con-

ducted on ecological relocation in Inner Mongolia 

(Dong, 2006) and in Qinghai (Tao, 2007) found 

the practice enhanced economic development and 

improved local environment and standard of living 

(X. M. Liu & Chen, 2002). Conversely, in a study 

exploring ecological relocation in Alxa Leagur of 

Inner Mongolia, Xu (2001) found that policy inter-

vention lead to overconsumption of limited water 

resources, rather than relieve the pressure on grass-

land ecological system. This finding highlights the 

importance of monitoring during the implementa-

tion of ecological relocation, allowing for suffi-

cient capital investment and technological support 

to avert an alternate to the intended outcome of the 

relocation. Despite laying a solid foundation, the 

research conducted above applies a macroperspec-

tive and has been criticized for lacking theoretical 

orientation, with findings in need of conceptual 

clarification and refinement.

As a consequence, scholars have advocated a 

focus on the microperspective of ecological reloca-

tion, with the disciplinary scope primarily housed 

in sociology and anthropology. Researchers have 

applied theoretical methods such as pull–push 

theory and migration theory. Jin, Wang, Huang, 

and Zhou (2013) have developed a theoretical 

framework for the sustainable development of 

the ecological relocation in southwestern China. 

This framework, known simply as a framework 

for the sustainable ecological relocation, analyzed 

the interplay between the dynamic mechanisms 

embedded within the concept of ecological reloca-

tion, such as economics and employment, access 

to affordable housing, preservation of cultural 

applied as a strategy to conserve ecosystems iden-

tified as high in natural, cultural, or historic value 

(Mahapatra, Tewari, & Baboo, 2015). Regarded by 

scholars as a controversial topic, both the environ-

mental and economic aspects of relocation to support 

conservation initiatives have received substantial 

research attention, especially over the past decade 

(Konagaya, 2011; Látková & Vogt, 2012).

Research on the relocation of Chinese citizens  

for ecological and tourism purposes only com-

menced in the 1990s (L. L. Meng & Bao, 2004). 

Consequently, relevant theoretical and empirical 

research is still in its infancy. Scholars (X. Q. Liu 

& Wang, 2008; L. L. Meng & Bao, 2004; Pi & 

Wu, 2008) have studied the concept of ecological  

relocation from both macro- and microperspec-

tives. From macro perspective, studies on ecologi-

cal relocation in China have a tendency to focus 

on the definitional issues, the significance of imple-

mentation, necessity and feasibility of ecological 

relocation, relocation mode, implementation effect 

prediction, and problems with implementation to 

relocation policy.

A majority of previous studies undertaken in a 

Chinese context have been predominantly concep-

tual, focusing on how to define ecological reloca-

tion (Bao, 2006; Ge & Wu, 2003; X. M. Liu, 2002). 

Scholars have specifically sought to distinguish 

ecological relocation from environmental migra-

tion. On this point, Zheng (2013) proposed that 

environmental migration contained components of  

ecological relocation. However, an important dis-

tinguishing characteristic is the purpose of ecolog-

ical relocation, which is to protect ecological envi- 

ronment, to insure economic development, and to 

alleviate poverty.

Studies have also considered the necessity and 

feasibility of ecological relocation. For instance, 

L. L. Meng and Bao (2004) highlight the necessity 

to use ecological relocation as a tool to improve 

living conditions of local communities and the 

deteriorating environment, particularly in western 

China. A number of key factors have been identi-

fied as critical to the success of ecological reloca-

tion, including though not limited to, government 

policy, technological and economic support, and 

reinforcing the importance of preserving the envi-

ronment to gain wider community support for the 

issue (X. Q. Liu & Wang, 2008).



104 WANG, MOYLE, AND LI

an important role in improving the area’s environ-

ment and alleviating poverty of local households.

Although ecological relocation has received sub-

stantive inquiry in a Chinese context, there are lim-

ited studies documenting the practice in a Western 

context, potentially as the practice is not as com-

mon in Western countries. Most studies in China 

have maintained a policy focus, seeking to discern 

impacts of relocated communities in Western China. 

One aspect that has remained conceptually under-

developed is the perspective of local communities 

that have been relocated, especially to accommodate 

nature-based tourism development. Extant the ory on 

the impacts of tourism and associated development 

presents a fruitful avenue of inquiry to advance 

knowledge on the impacts of ecological relocation to 

accommodate nature-based tourism development.

Residents’ Perceptions of Tourism

Research on residents’ perceptions of tourism 

impacts and subsequent attitudes to tourism devel-

opment have been at the core of scholarly atten-

tion for almost half a century (Moyle, Weiler, & 

Croy, 2013). Within this constantly evolving body 

of knowledge there are a number of theories that 

have dominated empirical inquiry (Mason, 2015). 

Social exchange theory (SET) and social represen-

tation theory (SRT) have been the dominant theo-

retical paradigms, with studies reaching a general 

consensus that if local communities do not benefit 

from tourism their engagement with the sector will 

decline (Moyle, Croy, & Weiler, 2010). Social rep-

resentation theory is designed to elicit residents’ 

salient perceptions of impacts, avoiding the use of 

a predetermined list of attributes (Beeton, 2006); 

however, it has been criticized for providing results 

that do not result in implications relevant for prac-

titioners (Sharpley, 2014). All the same, literature 

suggests that if residents perceive the benefits of 

tourism and associated development outweigh the 

negative impacts, they will feel more inclined to 

support tourism (Andriotis & Vaughan, 2003; Gursoy 

& Rutherford, 2004; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2010; 

Yoon, Gursoy, & Chen, 2001).

Impacts of tourism are usually studied across the 

triple bottom line perspective, specifically explor-

ing economic, sociocultural, and environmental 

customs, and policy to support the conservation of 

the environment.

Z. L. Zhang, Zhang, and Zhang (2005) described 

the impacts of ecological relocation on economic 

development, the natural environment, and urban-

ization of resettled area. Core findings from this 

research indicated 10,000 families or 50,000 house-

holds were required to be relocated to accommodate 

development for nature-based tourism. K. Wang, 

Ou, Li, and Li (2012) identified that relocation 

policy is the most important factor influencing the 

outcomes for the local economy, the relocated com-

munity, and the environment. X. J. Meng (2011) 

identified that place attachment was an important 

variable to consider in relocation policy and played 

a key role in decision making. According to the 

impoverishment, risks, and reconstruction (IRR) 

model proposed by Cernea and McDowell (2000), 

there are eight major risks of ecological relocation, 

including landlessness, joblessness, homelessness, 

marginalization, food insecurity, increased morbid-

ity, loss of access to common property resources, 

and community disarticulation. Based on the IRR 

model, Shi (2015) established a framework for eco-

logical relocation to mitigate the risks associated 

with the transformation of livelihoods.

Wei and Yu (2009) further developed a norma-

tive analysis framework based on allocation of 

relocation control rights to remedy the IRR model’s 

defects. Under this framework, different relocation 

models depend on the owner of relocation control 

rights, which distributed often inequitably between 

affected households and relocation office. As such 

dominant theoretical paradigms stem primarily from 

work on migration theory, exploring key concepts 

such as the costs and benefits of ecological reloca-

tion (Bai & Ma, 2004; S. Y. Lu, 2008; Ma, 2012). 

Through the comparative analysis of the costs and 

benefits of government-dominant and households’ 

autonomic ecological relocation mode, Z. L. Zhang 

(2005) concluded that the latter model is better to 

improve living conditions. In addition, Pan (2006) 

applied migration theory to identify the costs 

and benefits of ecological relocation in the Three 

Gorges located in Yichang. Applying the three core 

measures of household income, the ecological envi-

ronment, and government public investment, Pan 

(2006) concluded that ecological relocation played 
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found to improve the aesthetic appearance of cities 

and surroundings (Andereck et al., 2005; Oviedo, 

Castellanos, & Martin, 2008). However, residents 

recognize that tourism also has the propensity to lead 

to increased pollution (Johnson, Snepenger, & Akis, 

1994; Yoon et al., 2001), overcrowding, and conges-

tion, particularly of public facilities and resources 

(Aguiló et al., 2004; Bujosa & Rosselló, 2007).

Studies on tourism impacts in China have attracted 

increased attention, especially since the turn of the 

millennium (L. Li, 2010). Existing studies probe the 

positive and negative of economic, sociocultural, 

and environmental impacts of tourism, with research 

tending to focus on the sustainability of World 

Heritage sites (C. Y. Wang & Qu, 2014; Y. C. Li, 

Zhang, Liu, Wu, & Xiong, 2014) and rural tourism 

(Du & Su, 2011; Xiong, Liu, &Yan, 2008). How-

ever, residents’ perceptions of ecological relocation 

to accommodate tourism development remain unex-

plored and conceptually underdeveloped. As a result, 

the aim of this research is to explore the impacts of 

ecological relocation to accommodate nature-based 

tourism on three communities in China. Ecological 

relocation is often caused by tourism development, 

which even without the necessity to relocate residents 

has been demonstrated to cause tourism impacts. As 

such, this article applies SET, the dominant theoreti-

cal approach to research on residents’ perceptions 

of tourism impacts, to explore the relative utility for 

assessing impacts of relocation for tourism develop-

ment in a nature-based tourism context.

This article applies SET as the conceptual frame-

work for the research by focusing on the conse-

quences or outcomes of the exchange. SET is 

especially useful as it is a sociological theory that 

explores interaction at both an individual and a col-

lective level (Cook, Chesire, Rice, & Nakagawa, 

2013). According to SET the desire to satisfy a 

need initiates two parties to engage in an exchange 

relationship (Emerson, 1976). After the need satis-

faction stage parties enter into a stage known as the 

form of exchange relation, where parties assess the 

antecedents or preceding conditions of an exchange 

(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Once both parties 

accept that an exchange is desirable, an exchange 

relationship is entered where a series of material, 

social, and psychological resources are exchanged. 

Following this parties enter a stage known as the 

impacts (Moyle et al., 2014). Extant literature  

supports the economic dimension as an influential 

factor in achieving positive attitudes from residents 

of host communities. For instance, previous stud-

ies have found that tourism has the propensity to 

generate the employment opportunities (Andereck 

& Nyaupane, 2011; Andereck, Valentine, Knopf, & 

Vogt, 2005), stimulate business investment (Dyer, 

Gursoy, Sharma, & Carter, 2007; Lindberg & John-

son, 1997), increase residents’ income (Andereck 

& Nyaupane, 2011; Brunt & Courtney, 1999), and 

prompt improvements to community infrastruc-

ture and public facilities (Andereck et al., 2005;  

Andereck & Vogt, 2000) that contributes to the 

improvement of living standards (Andereck &  

Nyaupane, 2011; Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996).

Conversely, previous studies have demonstrated 

that residents are becoming increasingly aware that 

tourism increases the cost of living, the rising price 

of goods and services to accommodate the lucrative 

tourism market (Aguiló, Barros, García, & Rosselló, 

2004; Haralambopoulos & Pizam, 1996). In addi-

tion, tourism has a demonstrated effect on local 

sociocultural characteristics, with the potential to 

influence the habits, customs, social life, beliefs, 

and values of the inhabitants of the tourist destina-

tion (Moyle, Croy, & Weiler, 2011). However, such 

negative impacts can be offset but residents’ abil-

ity to perceive that tourism has a positive influence 

on the services offered by the community. These 

include, though are not limited to, improvement of 

leisure activities (Andereck & Nyaupane, 2011), 

increase of pride and cultural identity (Andereck et 

al., 2005; Besculides, Lee, & McCormick, 2002), 

and most importantly improvement to the quality 

of life of the residents (King, Pizam, & Milman, 

1993; Long, Perdue, & Allen, 1990). Other studies 

report that residents perceive negative impacts, with 

commonly cited issues including traffic congestion 

(Andereck et al., 2005; Brunt & Courtney, 1999), 

delinquency and vandalism (Haralambopoulos & 

Pizam,1996), and more serious crime (Andereck et 

al., 2005; Diedrich & García, 2009).

As for environmental impacts, previous studies 

generally recognize that residents’ value the poten-

tial for tourism to help preserve natural resources 

(Andereck & Nyaupane, 2011; Andereck et al., 

2005). For instance, increased investment has been 
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visitors (Nie, 2009; Wang, et al., 2012). Argu-

ably the development of infrastructure to support 

growth in nature based tourism has the potential 

to adversely impact the landscape and resources in 

protected areas, such as Wulingyuan (Nie, 2009; 

K. Wang et al., 2012). In 1998, UNESCO traveled 

to Wulingyuan, expressing concern over the rapid 

urbanization, overcommercialization, and destruc-

tion of landscape surrounding the protected area 

(Nie, 2009). In November of 1999, UNESCO con-

vened a meeting, providing a series of guidelines for 

Wulingyuan to rectify within a limited timeframe.

Responding to the concerns of UNESCO, local 

authorities declared a decision to establish a con-

vention on “Wulingyuan World Natural Heritage 

Property” (Nie, 2009). Part of the reforms initiated 

by the local government involved the demolition of 

buildings regarded as polluting the environment, 

influencing the desired aesthetics of the region, or 

blocking the flow of traffic in the four major sce-

nic spots in Wulingyuan. In 2001, a compensation 

scheme was provided to residents required to be 

resettled, including monetary compensation and the 

provision of alternate housing. A total of 124 facili-

ties in Wulingyuan were removed, resulting in 564 

households comprising 1,791 inhabitants requiring 

relocation to Tianzishan, Gaoyun, and Yuanjiajie 

(refer to Fig. 1). Residents’ from Tianzishan were 

in a concealed resettlement, which identified they 

still live in Wulingyuanm with priority to employ-

ment in the nature-based tourism sector. Yuanjiajie 

residents’ more focused on the operational aspects 

of hotels concentrated whose architectural style 

was limited. Unified relocation was applied to 

Gaoyun residents’ by separating the commercial 

management region and residential areas. Another 

large-scale relocation is currently scheduled and 

awaiting approval of the administrative authorities, 

with lesson learned from this process filtering into 

the policy and planning process.

Method

Previous literature on residents’ perceptions of 

tourism development, particularly studies utilizing 

SET, have adopted a primarily positivist approach, 

which researchers seek to quantify impacts (Moyle 

et al., 2010). Previous studies have identified resi-

dents’ perceptions and attitudes toward tourism 

form of the exchange relation, where they may be a 

power imbalance (Cook, 1977).

Importantly, the process described above leads 

to the consequences or outcomes of an exchange 

which, when SET is applied in the context of tour-

ism, are referred to as tourism impacts (Moyle et 

al., 2010). These consequences are often referred to 

in previous studies as the triple bottom line, specifi-

cally, economic, sociocultural, and environmental 

impacts. As this research explored the impacts of 

tourism and ecological relocation, two other dimen-

sions of impacts, namely policy and psychological, 

were added to the consequences of the exchange, 

which is a novel contribution to the literature. 

Leveraging off the material, social and psychologi-

cal resources embedded within social exchange the-

ory, this article also probes into the psychological 

impacts experienced by resettled residents, includ-

ing implications for policy by comparing three dif-

ferent modes of ecological relocation.

Background to Case Study

Wulingyuan Scenic and Historic Area is located 

in China’s Hunan province, covering an area of 

264 km
2

. Wulingyuan consists of four key nature-

based tourism attractions, including Zhangjiajie 

National Forest, Suoxiyu Nature Reserve, Tianzi 

Mountain Nature Reserve, and Yangjiajie Scenic 

Spot. The region was listed by UNESCO as a World 

Heritage Area in 1992 for possessing values of 

international significance, largely due to over 3,000 

sandstone columns stretching to over 200 m in 

height (Fowler, 2002). The sandstone columns, cou-

pled with other land forms such as natural bridges, 

ravines, waterfalls, streams, pools, and caves, are 

nested within a broadleaf forest (Fowler, 2002). In 

addition to aesthetic values Wulingyuan also pro-

vides an important habitat for a number of threat-

ened plant and animal species such as Asiatic black 

bear and Chinese water deer. The diverse nature 

and wildlife make the region particularly popular 

with tourists, with 19.4 million domestic visitors 

and 0.75 million international visitors traveling to  

Wulingyuan in the year ending 2015.

Despite Wulingyuan possessing natural values of 

global significance, the rapid expansion of the tour-

ism industry has led to the development of large 

hotels and commercial outlets to accommodate 
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authors used a process of review by four experts, 

similar to a Delphi process, whereby two experts 

reviewed the number of items until consensus was 

reached. In addition, prior to data collection a review 

of the instrument was undertaken by the same panel 

of four experts. The panel of experts participated 

in a pilot test of the instrument. As a result, the list 

of indictors used to assess residents’ perceptions 

of impacts was reduced from 39 to 34, with other 

modifications to the instrument including the inclu-

sion of three additional indicators into the instru-

ment. The pilot testing process not only enriched 

the structure of the survey, but adjusted the content 

to improve feasibility and scientific merit of the 

research. In addition, the survey also probed into 

issues surrounding relocation policy. Finally, the 

survey instrument solicited a range of sociodemo-

graphic characteristics from respondents, including 

age, gender, education, and income.

development can be influenced at an individual 

and a collective level (Lawson, Wiliams, Young, & 

Cossens, 1998). Based on the seminal work (Anton, 

2009; Ap & Crompton, 1998; Cui & Chris, 2011; 

Lankford & Howard, 1994; S. Lu, Zhang, & Su, 

2009; K. Wang et al., 2012; Zhou et al., 2010), this 

research used a structured, scaled survey to explore 

residents’ perceptions of the impacts of relocation 

to accommodate nature-based tourism develop-

ment. Based on previous studies, economic, envi-

ronmental, and sociocultural impacts were assessed 

using 5-point Likert scales from 1 = “strongly dis-

agree” to 5 = “strongly agree.”

In addition to the triple bottom line approach 

commonly associated with studies on sustainabil-

ity, leveraging off core concepts embedded within 

SET, the instrument also included statements on the 

psychological well-being of relocated residents. As 

such, to identify which items were included the 

Figure 1. An overview of tourism relocation in Wulingyuan from 2001 to 2003.
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Results and Discussion

Respondents’ Profile

Ascertaining a profile of respondents is impor-

tant for the interpretation and understanding of 

residents’ perceptions of the impacts of relocation  

to accommodate nature-based tourism. The num-

ber of females included in the sample was slightly 

higher than that of males in the Tianzishan (male =  

58; female = 70) and Gaoyun (male = 57; female =  

64) communities, whereas the opposite occurred in 

the Yuanjiajie (male = 60; female = 51) community. 

Respondents’ were primarily between the age of  

21 and 60 years old (n = 302).

Most respondents across the three locations sur-

veyed had obtained a primary (n = 91), junior, or  

middle school (n = 166) level of education. Respon-

dents’ from the Yuanjiajie community were more 

highly educated, with 11.8% receiving a high school 

education, compared to 5.1% in Tianzishan and 

3.8% in Gaoyun. Respondents from the three com-

munities who participated in this survey reported 

large discrepancies in income, with residents in the 

Tianzishan community having the lowest reported 

income (1,806 yuan per month) and respondents 

from the Yuanjiajie had the highest reported income 

(2,974 yuan per month).

As displayed in Table 1, the Yuanjiajie commu-

nity included 17.5% more tourism operators than 

the Tianzishan community and 26.1% more than 

the Gaoyun community. As shown in Table 1, the 

proportion of tourism receipts in the income of each 

household was evident in all the three relocation 

locations. Respondents from the Yuanjiajie had the 

highest level of participation in tourism (77.5%), 

followed by the Tianzishan community (60.0%). 

Fewer tourism operators resided in the Tianzishan 

community, which can be attributed to restrictions 

associated with the relocation policy.

In order to test whether residents from three dif-

ferent modes of relocation had a different per-

ception of relocation to accommodate tourism 

in Wulingyuan World Heritage, this study used 

ANOVA, divided into two steps. Specifically, the 

independent variables were modes of relocation, 

with Tianzishan, Yuanjiajie, and Gaoyun represent-

ing modes of concealed relocation, operational 

aspects of hotels and unified relocation were treated 

Systematic stratified sampling was conducted 

among relocated residents in Tianzishan, Gaoyun, 

and Yuanjiajie. Systematic stratified sampling was 

used to enhance the generalizability of the findings 

(McLennan, Ritchie, Ruhanen, & Moyle, 2013). 

A small community of relocated indigenous resi-

dents was excluded from the sample due to acces-

sibility issues associated with concealed relocation. 

The remainder of respondents were accessed via a 

database of residents relocated from Wulingyuan. 

Adopting this approach, a total of 420 households 

were administered the survey during the period of 

March 2015, resulting in a total of 360 (85.7%) use-

able responses. Sampling was split across the three 

relocated regions, with 128 residing in Tianzishan, 

121 in Gaoyun, and 111 in Yuanjiajie.

Once the data was collected it was cleaned and 

exported into SPSS 20 software program for analy-

sis. Initially, means and standard deviations were 

calculated for the 34 items in the three regions with 

different relocation modes to identify residents’ per-

ceptions of the impacts of the relocation. This pro-

cess also enabled the identification of significant 

differences between residents from the three com-

munities with the method of one-way ANOVA. Fol-

lowing this, multiple stepwise regression analysis 

was conducted to examine residents’ perception of 

impacts of relocation based on the dimensions ini-

tially determined by an exploratory factor analysis.

EFA was applied using the principal component 

analysis with varimax rotation to determine the 

underlying dimensions of the respondents’ percep-

tion towards relocation. The reliability analysis 

resulted in acceptable value for the scale factors 

(Cronbach’s alpha value was 0.837). Principle con-

stituent analysis obtained five factors whose eigen-

values were greater than 1 (7.859, 6.462, 3.497, 

1.986, and 1.739) in the rotation matrix. With the 

accumulated variance contribution rate of 61.5%, 

the data fell neatly into five factors. The coefficient 

values of the 34 statements and the internal reliabil-

ity coefficients of the five factors were all above 

0.6, indicating that the selected result was suit-

able. According to the content of each factor, the 

five factors were named as follows: F1 (economic 

impact), F2
 
(social–cultural impact), F3

 
(environ-

mental impact), F4
 
(psychological impact), and F5

 

(policy impact).
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had limited the ability to operate stalls, run family 

hotels, and sell souvenirs, leading to a decrease in 

tourism income. By contrast, those in the Gaoyun 

community were optimistic about the economic 

impacts of tourism. The Yuanjiajie community was 

an invest and develop relocation community, which 

may provide some explanation for these findings. 

The scope and location of tourism operations were  

strategically planned by government authorities, 

resulting in a direct economic benefit for residents. 

As a consequence, respondents’ from Yuanjiajie had 

more positive perceptions of the economic impacts 

of the relocation.

A series of one-way ANOVA tests were con-

ducted to identify mean differences in perceptions 

of economic impacts toward ecological relocation 

from respondents among the three different modes 

of relocation. As displayed in Table 3, apart from 

two items which are “living standard improved” 

(F = 12.659, p > 0.05) and “rich–poor wealth 

gap enlarged” (F = 0.854, p > 0.05), significant 

separately. In the first stage of ANOVA, the depen-

dent variables are five factors that comprised the 

eco nomic, sociocultural, environmental, psycholog-

ical, and policy impact. In the second step, 34 items 

to identify residents’ perceptions of the impacts of 

the relocation are the dependent variables.

Residents’ Perceptions of Economic Impacts

As displayed in Table 2, one-way ANOVA 

revealed that respondents from three different modes 

of relocation had a significant economic impact 

on relocation (F = 226.740, p < 0.05). In addition, 

results revealed significant differences in residents’ 

perceptions of the economic impacts according 

to each of the three relocation locations. Respon-

dents in Yuanjiajie had high values of economic 

impacts and Tianzishan had the lowest degree of 

this factor. Respondents’ from the Tianzishan com-

munity had significantly pessimistic perceptions 

on the economic impacts, reporting the relocation 

Table 1

Sociodemographic Characteristics of the Investigation Subjects in Three Resettlement Locations

Item/Construction

Tianzishan 

[Sample N (%)]

Gaoyun 

[Sample N (%)]

Yuanjiajie 

[Sample N (%)]

Sex

Male 58 (45.3) 57 (47.5) 60 (54.5)

Female 70 (54.7) 64 (52.5) 51 (45.5)

Age

<20 3 (2.3) 4 (3.6) 5 (4.6)

21~40 58 (45.0) 60 (50.4) 57 (51.9)

41~60 48 (38.1) 43 (36.2) 36 (32.0)

>61 19 (14.6) 14 (11.8) 13 (11.5)

Education

Primary school or lower 32 (25.2) 37 (29.9) 22 (20.0)

Junior middle school 68 (53.2) 51 (41.5) 47 (42.5)

High school 21 (16.5) 28 (23.2) 32 (28.3)

Junior college or higher 7 (5.1) 5 (5.4) 10 (9.2)

Net income per month (yuan)

<1000 48 (37.5) 33 (27.6) 26 (23.6)

1001~2000 38 (30.0) 32 (26.7) 16 (13.9)

2001~3000 26 (20.0) 39 (32.2) 40 (36.3)

>3000 16 (12.5) 17 (13.5) 29 (26.2)

Relations with tourism industry

Yes 77 (60.0) 62 (51.4) 86 (77.5)

No 51 (40.0) 59 (48.6) 25 (22.5)

Proportion of tourism receipts (%)

<10 42 (32.5) 46 (38.5) 23 (20.5)

11~40 35 (27.5) 25 (20.5) 14 (12.8)

41~70 37 (28.9) 22 (17.9) 34 (30.8)

>71 14 (11.1) 28 (23.1) 40 (35.9)
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relatively weak perceptions of the sociocultural 

impacts because there were no significant changes 

to their living environment reported as a result of 

the relocation. Residents in the Gaoyun and Yuan-

jiajie communities were mostly resettled far away 

from their former residence. As a result, a high 

level of agreement on the sociocultural impacts of 

the relocation exited in Gaoyun and Yuanjiajie.

A series of one-way ANOVA tests was conducted 

to identify mean differences in perceptions of socio-

cultural impacts toward ecological relocation from 

respondents among the three different modes of 

relocation. As displayed in Table 3, apart from 

two items, which are “old folklore custom faded” 

(F = 14.158, p > 0.05) and “moral or intellectual 

character debased” (F = 3.396, p > 0.05), significant 

differences were found in the rest of items. It was 

discovered that residents in the Gaoyun community 

scored the highest in the terms of opportunities for 

education and training increased (M = 3.63), social 

circles enlarged (M = 3.90), and more convenient 

access to external information (M = 4.03). Most of 

respondents in the Gaoyun and Yuanjiajie commu-

nities reported the infrastructure and school con-

ditions improved (M
Gaoyuan 

= 4.58, M
Yuanjiajie 

= 4.38), 

and cultural recreations increased (M
Gaoyuan 

= 3.55, 

M
Yuanjiajie 

= 3.50). Respondents from Tianzishan 

differences were found in the rest of items. Respon-

dents from Yuanjiajie scored the highest level of 

economic income (M = 4.52), employment oppor-

tunities (M = 3.92), and commodity economy con-

sciousness (M = 3.62). Respondents from Gaoyun 

expressed the strongest perception toward two items 

“commercial investment opportunities increased” 

(M = 3.47) and “consumption structure changed” 

(M = 3.82). Respondents’ from the Tianzishan com-

munity had significantly pessimistic perceptions on 

these items and strongly favored increasing rural 

outward labors.

Residents’ Perceptions of Sociocultural Impacts

As a result of one-way ANOVA (Table 2), respon-

dents’ perceptions of sociocultural impacts were 

found to vary by location (F = 255.858, p < 0.05). 

According to the Table 4, respondents from Gaoyun 

had the highest degree of sociocultural impacts and 

Yuanjiejie ranked second. Significant differences 

exited between respondents from Yuanjiajie and 

Tianzishan ( p < 0.05), either between Gaoyuan and 

Tianzishan ( p < 0.05). But, there are no significant 

differences between respondents from Yuanjiajie 

and Gaoyun. Concerning the concealed relocation, 

respondents from the Tianzishan community had 

Table 2

Residents’ Perceptions of Relocation Impacts in the Wulingyuan Scenic Area

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

F1: Perceptions of economic impacts

Between groups 192.880 2 96.440 226.740 0.000

Within groups 151.844 357 0.425

Total 344.724 359

F2: Perceptions of sociocultural impacts

Between groups 212.874 2 106.437 255.858 0.000

Within groups 148.625 357 0.416

Total 361.500 359

F3: Perceptions of environmental impacts

Between groups 204.420 2 102.210 243.357 0.000

Within groups 150.061 357 0.420

Total 354.481 359

F4: Perceptions of psychological impacts

Between groups 107.868 2 53.934 80.174 0.000

Within groups 240.158 357 0.673

Total 348.026 359

F5: Perceptions of relocation policy impacts

Between groups 225.953 2 112.977 307.943 0.000

Within groups 130.975 357 0.367

Total 356.928 359
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differences in terms of the recovery of the natu-

ral ecological environment (F = 26.124, p > 0.05), 

tourist resources better protected (F = 22.123, 

p > 0.05), environment and sanitation improved 

(F = 18.123, p > 0.05), and public service facilities 

increased (F = 2.196, p > 0.05), although they had 

different levels of items such as “infrastructure con-

ditions improved” (F = 112.212, p < 0.05) and “fac-

tors of instability increased” (F = 89.214, p < 0.05). 

As displayed in the Table 3, respondents from these 

three locations supported the statements that the 

natural landscape was better protected (M
Tianzishan 

=  

4.18,
 

M
Gaoyuan 

= 4.03, M
Yuanjiajie 

= 4.00) and that 

expressed a negative response to improvements 

to the education of children (M = 2.83), primarily 

because an elementary school was demolished dur-

ing the relocation.

Residents’ Perceptions of Environmental Impacts

According to the result of one-way ANOVA 

(Table 2), respondents’ perceptions of environmental 

impacts were found to have significant impact by 

relocation location (F = 243.357, p < 0.05). There 

were different perceptions among Tianzishan and 

Yuanjiajie; however, there were no significant 

Table 3

Residents’ Perceptions of Relocation Impacts in the Wulingyuan Scenic Area

Items Layer/Key Indicators

Tianzishan 

Mean

Gaoyun 

Mean

Yuanjiajie 

Mean F-Value p-Value

F1: Perceptions of economic impacts

Economic income increased 3.45 4.02 4.52 126.985 0.000

Employment opportunities increased 3.57 3.57 3.92 52.854 0.046

Commercial investment opportunities increased 2.47 3.47 3.47 97.488 0.000

Living standard improved 2.72 3.20 3.52 12.659 0.058

Commodity economy consciousness enhanced 2.52 3.45 3.62 79.847 0.006

Consumption structure changed 2.97 3.82 3.75 65.246 0.021

Rich–poor wealth gap enlarged 2.35 2.78 3.00 0.854 0.527

Rural outward labors increased 2.78 2.73 3.23 1.745 0.164

F2: Perceptions of socio-cultural impacts

Cultural recreations increased 2.95 3.55 3.50 102.121 0.000

School conditions for children improved 2.83 4.58 4.38 114.264 0.000

Opportunities for education and training increased 3.15 3.63 3.45 92.321 0.000

Social circles enlarged 3.22 3.90 3.60 70.124 0.031

More convenient access to external information 3.02 4.03 3.82 103.569 0.000

Worse neighborhood than before 2.75 2.63 2.88 26.146 0.047

Less access to the core scenic sites 3.63 2.85 2.90 80.141 0.000

Old folklore custom faded 2.95 2.75 2.45 14.158 0.053

Traditional values came under attack 3.05 2.85 2.83 46.521 0.011

Moral or intellectual character debased 2.97 2.90 2.98 3.396 0.065

F3: Perceptions of environmental impacts

Natural ecological environment recovered 4.18 4.03 4.00 26.124 0.064

Tourist resources better protected 4.25 4.12 4.17 22.123 0.106

Environment and sanitation improved 4.47 4.23 4.33 18.123 0.113

Infrastructure conditions improved 3.72 4.30 4.02 112.212 0.000

Public service facilities increased 3.53 3.88 3.70 2.196 0.123

Factors of instability increased 4.05 2.27 2.67 89.214 0.000

F4: Perceptions of psychological impacts

Gained respect in the new community 3.37 3.50 3.52 74.159 0.000

Identity for agricultural to nonagricultural status 2.45 2.85 2.96 3.145 0.069

Not adapted to new productive lifestyles 3.53 3.12 3.13 26.448 0.042

Weak belongingness to new community 3.63 2.95 3.14 129.369 0.000

Yearn for original residence 3.18 3.36 3.28 52.123 0.147

F5: Perceptions of relocation policy impacts

Relocation policies neglect residents’ interests 2.20 2.35 2.50 3.215 0.057

Relocation policies only benefit minorities 2.47 2.50 2.75 16.325 0.069

Lack of follow-up supportive measures for production 1.43 1.55 1.90 59.128 0.016

Imperfection of safeguard system for relocation 1.53 1.63 1.58 85.214 0.000

Lack of monitoring in policy implementation 2.21 2.14 2.25 24.125 0.081
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and waste transfer station. Important infrastructure 

to support the environment, such as transportation, 

medical attendance, sanitation conditions, particu-

larly in the Gaoyun and Yuanjiajie communities 

reported by respondents to have improved, demon-

strated by mean values over 3.70 of these items.

Residents’ Perceptions of Psychological Impacts

According to the ANOVA test between the 

modes of relocation and psychological impacts, 

significant difference (F = 80.174, p < 0.05) were 

found among Tianzishan, Yuanjiajie, and Gaoyun 

communities (Table 2). According to the results, 

respondents from Tianzishan scored the highest 

degree of psychological impacts while Gaoyun 

environment conditions improved after relocation 

(M
Tianzishan 

= 4.47,
 
M

Gaoyuan 
= 4.23, M

Yuanjiajie 
= 4.33).

In particular, the mean values concerning items 

such as the recovery of the natural ecology, natural 

resources protection, and the improvement of envi-

ronment and sanitation improved, with all reported 

mean values above 4.0. These results demonstrate that 

the purpose of restoring the original environment of 

the scenic area, protecting biodiversity, and achiev-

ing the sustainable use of tourism in Wulingyuan 

were understood and supported by relocated resi-

dents. For instance, respondents perceive residential 

space in Tianzishan improved effectively, reported 

to be satisfied with the concealed relocation, under-

stood that houses and roads required improvement, 

and could see the benefit of community management 

Table 4

The Results of LSD

Dependent 

Variable

(I) Modes of 

Relocation

(J) Modes of 

Relocation

Mean Difference

(I−J) SE Sig.

95% Confidence Interval

Lower Bound Upper Bound

F1: Perceptions 

of economic 

impacts

Tianzishan Gaoyun −0.43896195* 0.08878842 0.000 −0.6136076 −0.2643163

Yuanjiajie −1.49271212* 0.08571454 0.000 −1.6612810 −1.3241432

Gaoyun Tianzishan 0.43896195* 0.08878842 0.000 0.2643163 0.6136076

Yuanjiajie −1.59422446* 0.08269261 0.000 −1.7568503 −1.4315986

Yuanjiajie Tianzishan 1.49271212* 0.08571454 0.000 1.3241432 1.6612810

Gaoyun 1.59422446* 0.08269261 0.000 1.4315986 1.7568503

F2: Perceptions 

of sociocultural 

impacts

Tianzishan Gaoyun −0.51763039* 0.08192631 0.000 −0.6787508 −0.3565100

Yuanjiajie −1.86974182* 0.08512132 0.000 −2.0371457 −1.7023380

Gaoyun Tianzishan 0.51763039* 0.08192631 0.000 0.3565100 0.6787508

Yuanjiajie −0.05879136 0.07565937 0.438 −0.2076155 0.0900328

Yuanjiajie Tianzishan 1.86974182* 0.08512132 0.000 1.7023380 2.0371457

Gaoyun 0.05879136 0.07565937 0.438 −0.0900328 0.2076155

F3: Perceptions 

of environmental 

impacts

Tianzishan Gaoyun 0.18809814 0.14694320 0.201 −0.1009371 0.4771334

Yuanjiajie 0.14347474 0.08433444 0.040 −0.0224082 0.3093577

Gaoyun Tianzishan −0.18809814 0.14694320 0.201 −0.4771334 0.1009371

Yuanjiajie −0.19491812 0.16576876 0.240 −0.5209830 0.1311468

Yuanjiajie Tianzishan −0.14347474 0.08433444 0.040 −0.3093577 0.0224082

Gaoyun 0.19491812 0.16576876 0.240 −0.1311468 0.5209830

F4: Perceptions 

of psychological 

impacts

Tianzishan Gaoyun 1.09285717* 0.10779635 0.000 0.8808615 1.3048528

Yuanjiajie −0.16229665 0.10399591 0.120 −0.3668183 0.0422249

Gaoyun Tianzishan −1.09285717* 0.10779635 0.000 −1.3048528 −0.8808615

Yuanjiajie −1.25515382* 0.10637675 0.000 −1.4643577 −1.0459500

Yuanjiajie Tianzishan 0.16229665 0.10399591 0.120 −0.0422249 0.3668183

Gaoyun 1.25515382* 0.10637675 0.000 1.0459500 1.4643577

F5: Perceptions 

of relocation 

policy impacts

Tianzishan Gaoyun −0.04067801 0.15896399 0.798 −0.3533580 0.2720020

Yuanjiajie −0.38301627* 0.15022232 0.011 −0.6785015 −0.0875310

Gaoyun Tianzishan 0.04067801 0.15896399 0.798 −0.2720020 0.3533580

Yuanjiajie −0.31100806* 0.15652976 0.048 −0.6189000 −0.0031161

Yuanjiajie Tianzishan 0.38301627* 0.15022232 0.011 0.0875310 0.6785015

Gaoyun 0.31100806* 0.15652976 0.048 0.0031161 0.6189000



 RESIDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS OF RESETTLEMENT 113

which, Yuanjiajie scored the highest level while 

Tianzishan was the lowest.

According to the ANOVA presented in Table 3, 

apart from two items, which are “lack of follow-up 

supportive measures for production” (F = 59.128, 

p < 0.05) and “imperfection of safeguard system for 

relocation” (F = 85.214, p < 0.05), significant differ-

ences were not found in the rest of items. This result 

is reflected by low mean scores surrounding support-

ive measures for production and the necessity for a 

better system to safeguard relocation, each with mean 

values below 2.0. In the Tianzishan community, mean 

values of these two indicators were even as low as 

1.43 and 1.53, respectively (Table 3).These low mean 

values were associated with strong policy measures, 

such as limits to tourism business space and housing 

conditions following concealed relocation. Results 

revealed residents in the other two relocation loca-

tions were also anxious about the future development 

and living security. This finding is largely attributed to 

an inequitable distribution of revenue from tourism, 

a low allowance, and insufficient implementation 

of policies were reported to be a reason neglecting 

residents’ interests (M
Tianzishan 

= 2.20, M
Gaoyuan 

= 2.35,  

M
Yuanjiajie 

= 2.50), benefiting minorities during reloca-

tion (M
Tianzisha

 = 2.47, M
Gaoyuan 

= 2.50, M
Yuanjiajie 

= 2.75), 

and a lack of monitoring in policy implementation 

(M
Tianzishan 

= 2.21, M
Gaoyuan 

= 2.14, M
Yuanjiajie 

= 2.25).

Regression Analysis of Residents’ 

Overall Perceptions of Relocation

Stepwise multiple regressions were conducted to 

explain what factors affect respondents’ overall per-

ceptions of relocation. In the case of Wulingyuan, 

five stepwise multiple regression was performed. 

As show in the Table 5, five factors including pol-

icy impacts (F5), psychological impacts (F4), eco-

nomic impacts (F1), sociocultural impacts (F2), and 

environmental impacts (F3) have an impact on the 

respondents’ overall perceptions. The R value was 

0.715, which means significant positive correlations 

between these five factors and the respondents’ over-

all perceptions. The F value of the regression was 

159.358, and the probability was 0.000 (α = 0.05). 

Thus, the overall regression was significantly effec-

tive. The R
2

 indicated that five independent variables 

effectively explained 69.2% of the variation in resi-

dents’ overall perceptions.

had the lowest. Significant differences exited 

between respondents from Tianzishan and Gaoyun 

( p < 0.05), either between Yuanjiajie and Gaoyun 

( p < 0.05), but there were no significant differences 

between respondents from Yuanjiajie and Tianzis-

han. Even though unified relocation was applied to 

the relocation of Gaoyun residents’ by separating 

the commercial management region and residential 

areas, they are relocated far away from their origi-

nal residence. Therefore, respondents from Gaoyun 

had relatively weak perception toward the ecologi-

cal relocation.

A series of one-way ANOVA tests was conducted 

to identify mean differences in perceptions of psy-

chological impact among respondents from three 

modes of relocation. Respondents had different 

perception of the items such as “gained respect in 

the new community” (F = 74.159, p = 0.000), “not 

adapted to new productive lifestyles” (F = 26.448, 

p = 0.042), and “weak belongingness to new com-

munity” (F = 129.369, p = 0.000). Respondents from 

the Gaoyun and Yuanjiajie communities generally 

agreed that they did receive respect (M
Gaoyuan 

= 3.50, 

M
Yuanjiajie 

= 3.52) and got used to the production and 

lifestyle (M
Gaoyuan 

= 3.12, M
Yuanjiajie 

= 3.13) in the new 

community while they were neutral concerning a 

lack of attachment or belonging to new community 

(M
Gaoyuan 

= 2.95, M
Yuanjiajie 

= 3.14). In contrast, resi-

dents’ in the Tianzishan community had fluctuat-

ing perceptions of the psychological impacts due 

to the concealing relocation within the scenic area. 

Table 3 also showed that the residents’ perceptions 

of nonagricultural status recognition after reloca-

tion were very low, with a mean value below 3.0, 

highlighting the importance of agriculture to the 

identity of respondents. The results demonstrate 

that resettled residents face a continuing issue sur-

rounding social status, even though they had been 

resettled for nearly a decade.

Residents’ Perceptions of Policy Impacts

As showed in Table 2, the modes of relocation 

changed the respondents’ perception of the pol-

icy impact of ecological relocation (F = 307.943, 

p < 0.05). The LSD tests were used in this analysis, 

which indicated that significant differences existed 

between Yuanjiajie and Tianzishan ( p < 0.05), either 

between Yuanjiajie and Gaoyuan ( p < 0.05). Among 
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Findings indicate that relocation for nature-

based tourism development influence on resettled 

residents’ in different ways according to the three 

modes of relocation. For instance, resettled resi-

dents in Tianzishan hold that ecological relocation 

didn’t provide substantial economic benefit. Con-

versely, residents’ in Yuanjiajie who are allowed 

to invest in the tourism industry including operate 

hotels with the help of the government deemed that 

the relocation brought a great opportunity to boost 

the economic development. Residents’ in Gaoyun 

whose house and business location are centrally 

managed by government perceived the relocation 

lead to a higher level of sociocultural impacts, 

while the mean value of perceptions of sociocul-

tural in Tianzishan was the lowest. Nonetheless, all 

residents held high hopes that the ecological relo-

cation would create a better environment for relo-

cated communities.

This research revealed that residents from the 

relocated Tianzishan community were the least sat-

isfied (M = 2.63). In terms of the economic impacts, 

Tianzishan residents perceived a reduction in the 

economic structure (M = 2.97), living standards 

(M = 2.72), and impact on outside labor (M = 2.78). 

Potentially, this finding could be a result of reloca-

tion mode. The value means of economic impacts 

ranked low because the potential of the tourism 

industry is limited in the scenic area. As for the 

sociocultural impacts, the negative perceptions of 

Tianzishan residents were all significantly higher 

than those of Yuanjiajie and Gaoyun residents. 

Potentially, this could be because the relocation site 

was not far from their original home, with less of an 

impact to the living environment. For instance, the 

From the perspective of the predictive power of 

discretion of each variable, F
5
 accounted for the 

highest value (31.6% of the variance), whereas 

F
3 

explained the least amount of variance (5.2%). 

F4, F1, and F2 accounted for 15.4%, 10.7%, and 

6.3% of the variance, respectively (Table 4). Varia-

tion in residents’ perceptions of policy impacts was 

greater than that of the other variables and became 

the dominate factor of residents’ overall perception 

of relocation. In addition, residents’ perceptions of 

psychological and economic impacts had signifi-

cant effects on respondents’ overall perceptions, 

demonstrating that these two factors have consid-

erable influence on the impacts of relocation to 

accommodate nature-based tourism.

Discussion

From a theoretical standpoint, this research con-

firms the relative utility of SET, specifically the 

outcomes or consequences of the exchange for 

exploring residents’ perceptions of the impacts of 

relocation to accommodate nature-based tourism 

development. In particular, this research identified 

the consequences of the exchange extend beyond the 

common triple bottom line, including psychological 

and policy impacts. In addition, this research identi-

fied that the aggregated effects of ecological reloca-

tion are critical for providing theoretically informed 

insights with the capacity to influence government 

policy. Examining the impacts of ecological reloca-

tion on livelihood of local residents has provided a 

more nuanced understanding of the role of tourism 

impacts, leading to the sustainable development of 

the world heritage areas (Le Saout et al., 2013).

Table 5

The Results of Regression Coefficient and Significance Testing

Variable R R
2

ΔR
2

F ΔF B Beta (β)

Constant 2.754

F5 0.627 0.316 0.316 512.231*** 512.231*** 0.649 0.601

F4 0.678 0.470 0.154 354.254*** 62.312*** 0.581 0.532

F1 0.702 0.577 0.107 254.347*** 41.425*** 0.310 0.324

F2 0.713 0.640 0.063 198.456*** 15.358* 0.302 0.296

F3 0.715 0.692 0.052 159.358*** 9.761* 0.232 0.201

Note. F1: Perceptions of economic impacts; F2: Perceptions of sociocultural impacts; F3: Per-

ceptions of environmental impacts; F4: Perceptions of psychological impacts; F5: Perceptions 

of relocation policy impacts.
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expectation of psychological impacts. Gaoyun 

residents adapted well to new productive lifestyle 

and developed a strong connection to the new com-

munity. As for relocation policy impacts, Gaoyun 

residents perceived more negative aspects, with 

general consensus that follow-up supportive mea-

sures for production were not enough. Residents 

strongly agreed on the positive economic impacts 

that ecological relocation could bring to the com-

munity yet seemed to be very concerned about the 

negative impacts of relocation policy.

This research revealed Yuanjiajie residents were 

the most satisfied with the ecological relocation. 

Residents’ had the highest positive perceptions of 

environmental impacts and the least negative per-

ceptions of the relocation policy impacts. This kind 

of situation is similar to that in Gaoyun. Specially, 

ecological relocation brought the greatest change 

to economic conditions in Yuanjiajie. As for socio-

cultural aspect, perceptions of Yuanjiajie residents 

were significantly higher than those of Gaoyun res-

idents and lower than those of Tianzishan residents. 

Yuanjiajie residents strongly perceive the positive 

environment impacts and with some evidence of 

psychological impacts of the relocation. Compared 

with Tianzishan residents who were relocated in 

the way of a concealed relocation mode, results 

demonstrated a weak attachment to the new com-

munity, with results revealing difficulty to adapt to 

new productive lifestyle. The overall low mean val-

ues indicated Yuanjiajie residents perceived strong 

negative relocation policy impacts. In particular, 

residents’ perceived difficulties associated with the 

system for relocation and lack of follow-up sup-

portive measures for production as core issues from 

the relocation.

Conclusion

The protection of the ecological environment has 

become a major theme for the sustainable develop-

ment of World Heritage sites (H. M. Li & Zhang, 

2006). As one of the important means of alleviat-

ing ecological pressure, relocation involves issues 

of the equity and efficiency of regional tourism 

development, especially to accommodate nature-

based tourism development (Vélez, McLaughlin, &  

Robillard, 2013). We examined how relocation 

affects the Heritage sites by investigating residents’ 

mean values of school conditions for children were 

lowest accounting of demolition of their primary 

school. The mean values of all items of environ-

ment impact are all high above 3.53, with the same 

as the other two communities. The only difference 

was that the mean values of the item “factors of 

instability increased” (M = 4.05) is much higher 

than others, which indicated that they don’t think 

ecological relocation results in social unrest.

Compared with two communities, the percep-

tion of the psychological impact of the ecological 

relocation to Tianzishan residents was minimal. 

However, residents seemed more concerned about 

their identity transforming from an agricultural to 

nonagricultural status. As for the relocation policy 

impacts, Tianzishan residents had the strongest 

negative sentiment among three communities. For 

example, residents perceived the items such as a 

lack of follow-up supportive measures for produc-

tion and defection of safeguard system for reloca-

tion negatively after ecological relocation.

Collectively, the perceptions of Gaoyun resi-

dents were significantly higher than those of Tian-

zishan residents, and lower than those of Yuanjiajie 

residents. Gaoyun residents had significantly more 

positive perceptions of the economic impacts of 

the relocation. To illustrate this point, relocated 

residents from Gaoyun felt economic income had 

increased in response to the relocation. As for the 

sociocultural impacts, the mean values of percep-

tion of Gaoyun residents were significantly highest 

than those of Yuanjiajie and Tianzishan residents’ 

and the positive perception were higher than nega-

tive ones. Compared with the two other case stud-

ies, Gaoyun residents provided highest evaluation 

scores, specifically centered on improvement to 

school conditions for children and more convenient 

access to external information. Alternately, reset-

tled residents regraded the relocation as creating 

a worse neighborhood than before, providing less 

opportunities to the core scenic sites, and reducing 

moral or intellectual character.

Compared with other aspect impacts, environ-

mental impacts was the strongest one perceived 

by Gaoyun residents. Gaoyun residents deemed 

that the ecological relocation brought positive 

impacts to environment. After the house and busi-

ness location were centrally managed by govern-

ment, Gaoyun residents had a lower perception 
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with physical and social discomfort of living in 

the new relocation districts and loss of social ties. 

Based on the findings, government officers and 

developers should help residents to amend the situ-

ation by organizing community activities and get 

them involved community management to enrich 

their experience and enhance cultural identity. In 

addition, future studies should consider measuring 

how long residents had been living in the previous 

settlement prior to the ecological relocation.

Finally, considering that policy impacts became 

the dominate factor of residents’ overall percep-

tion of displacement, a number of practical sugges-

tions and implications for future project planners 

are drawn as follows: as for the injustice spring-

ing from unlawful operations and corruption, strict 

monitoring, creative institutional arrangements, and  

stringent implementation of laws when corrup-

tion is detected should be used to eliminate illegal 

conduct, and small-scale businesses and collective 

or social entrepreneurship opportunities should 

be encouraged among residents with government- 

assisted seed funding to address the problem of lack 

of follow-up supportive measures for production.

References

Aguiló, E., Barros, V., García, M. A., & Rosselló, J. (2004). 

Las actitudes de los residentes en Baleares frente al tur-

ismo. Palma, Spain: Universidad de las Islas Baleares.

Andereck, K. L., & Nyaupane, G. P. (2011). Exploring the 

nature of tourism and quality of life perceptions among 

residents. Journal of Travel Research, 50(3), 248–260.

Andereck, K. L., Valentine, K. M., Knopf, R. C., & Vogt, 

C. A. (2005). Residents’ perceptions of community 

tourism impacts. Annals of Tourism Research, 32(4), 

1056–1076.

Andereck, K. L., & Vogt, C. A. (2000). The relationship 

between residents’ attitudes toward tourism and tourism 

development options. Journal of Travel Research, 39, 

27–36.

Andriotis, K., & Vaughan, D. R. (2003). Urban residents’ 

attitudes towards tourism development: The case of 

Crete. Journal of Travel Research, 42(2), 172–185.

Anton O. (2009) Residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts 

and sustainable tourism development. International Jour-

nal of Sustainable Economy, 1, 373–387.

Ap, J., & Crompton, J. (1998). Developing and testing a 

tourism impact scale. Journal of Travel Research, 37(2), 

120–130.

Bauroth, N. (2014). The possibility of a housing author-

ity elite negotiations and the establishment of an urban 

renewal relocation plan in Fargo, North Dakota. Journal 

of Planning History, 13(4), 341–356.

perceptions of relocation, as the indigenous residents 

are the major stakeholders. Moreover, the current 

study provides a distinct perspective for objectively 

examining the effect of relocation, generating sus-

tainable people-oriented strategies, and addressing 

residents’ interests in tourism development.

The findings in this case study indicate that 

relocation strategy has profound and irrevocable 

impacts on resettled residents. On the one hand, 

the findings provide evidence of negative aspects 

related to relocation. Residents’ negative percep-

tions of impacts are commonly concentrated on 

problems that management departments should 

closely consider, including unequal distribution of 

economic returns, widened poverty gap, increased 

rural outward labor, sociocultural impacts, and 

insufficient implementation of policies. On the other 

hand, although relocation is adopted at the cost of 

some residents’ interests, the residents express sup-

portive and positive attitudes toward this strategy. 

After all, the study shows that residents from three 

relocation locations in Wulingyuan Scenic Area 

highly appraise the environmental, sociocultural, 

and economic impacts of relocation. Relocation 

helps enhance economic benefits and increase job 

opportunities. Furthermore, relocation efforts can 

improve residents’ livelihoods by providing better 

school conditions and useful information and living 

environment.

Different modes of relocation also influence res-

idents’ perception of impacts of relocation. Con-

cealing resettled residents in Tianzishan perceive 

negatively in the aspect of the economic, socio-

cultural, and policy impacts because the expected 

returns of economic income, school conditions for 

children, and future development space were less 

than expected. In view of this, policies related to 

relocation in World Heritage sites should focus on 

protecting community members’ interests, actively 

improving their economic benefits and welfare, 

and solving peoples’ livelihood contradiction. In 

regards to concealing resettled residents, the gov-

ernment should offer residents a prioritized position 

to operate stalls, fast-food outlets, family hotels, 

and work as a bearer or stick man to solve the resi-

dents’ employment and livelihood problems. As 

for residents in Gaoyun and Yuanjiajie, relocated 

negative perception of sociocultural impacts of dis-

placement was intense. Locals expressed concern 



 RESIDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS OF RESETTLEMENT 117

associated development on the Sunshine Coast, Austra-

lia. Tourism Management, 28, 409–422.

Emerson, R. M. (1976). Social exchange theory. Annual 

Review of Sociology, 335–362.

Ezra, M., & Kiros, G. E. (2001). Rural out-migration in the 

drought prone areas of Ethiopia: A multilevel analysis. 

International Migration Review, 35(3), 749–771.

Fowler, P. (2002). World heritage cultural landscapes, 

1992–2002: A review and prospect. Retrieved from http://

unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0013/001331/133121e.pdf

Ge, G., & Wu, Y. (2003). Concept, problem and solution of 

ecological migration in pastoral areas of Inner Mongolia. 

Inner Mongolia Social Sciences, 24(2), 118–122.

Goudie, A. S. (2013). The human impact on the natural envi-

ronment: past, present, and future. Hoboken, NJ: John 

Wiley & Sons.

Gursoy, D., & Rutherford, D. G. (2004). Host attitudes 

toward tourism: An improved structural model. Annals 

of Tourism Research, 31, 495–516.

Hall, M. C., & Page, S. J. (2014). The geography of tour-

ism and recreation: Environment, place and space. New 

York: Routledge.

Haralambopoulos, N., & Pizam, A. (1996). Perceived 

impacts of tourism: The case of Samos. Annals of Tour-

ism Research, 23, 503–526.

Jin, L., Wang, Y. P., Huang, H. Y., & Zhou, P. D. (2013). 

Dynamic mechanism of sustainable development of 

ecological migration in Guizhou province. Research of 

Agricultural Modernization, 34(4), 403–407.

Johnson, J. D., Snepenger, D. J., & Akis, S. (1994). Resi-

dents’ perceptions of tourism development. Annals of 

Tourism Research, 21(3), 629–642.

King, B., Pizam, A., & Milman, A. (1993). Social impacts of 

tourism: Host perceptions. Annals of Tourism Research, 

20(4), 650–665.

Konagaya, Y. (2011).The beginnings of “ecological migra-

tion” in the Heihe River Valley from case studies in 

Ejene Banner, Alasha League, Inner Mongolia Autono-

mous Region. Ecological Migration, 18,43–60.

Lankford, S. V., & Howard, D. R. (1994). Developing a tour-

ism impact attitude scale. Annals of Tourism Research, 

21, 121–139.

Lawson, R. W., Williams, J., Young, T., & Cossens, J. (1998). 

A comparison of residents’ attitudes towards tourism in 

10 New Zealand destinations. Tourism Management, 

19(3), 247–256.

Látková, P., & Vogt, C. (2012). Residents’ attitudes toward 

existing and future tourism development in rural com-

munities. Journal of Travel Research, 51(1), 50–67.

Le Saout, S., Hoffmann, M., Shi, Y., Hughes, A., Bernard, 

C., Brooks, T. M., & Rodrigues, A. S. (2013). Protected 

areas and effective biodiversity conservation. Science, 

342(6160), 803–805.

Li, H. M., & Zhang, G. Y. (2006). Strategies of protecting 

world natural heritage in the perspective of sustain-

able development of ecological environment. Journal 

of Research on Education for Ethnic Minorities, 17(2), 

88–92.

Bai, Q. R., & Ma, J. (2004). The economic analysis of ecol-

ogy migration and urbanization in Northwest region. 

Northwest Population, 95(1), 16–18.

Bao, Z. M. (2006). The definition, category and some other 

issues about ecological migration. Journal of the Central 

for Nationalities (Philosophy and Social Sciences Edi-

tion), 33(1), 27–31.

Beeton, S. (2006). Community development through tour-

ism. Colllingwood, Australia: Landlinks Press.

Besculides, A., Lee, M. E., & McCormick, P. J. (2002). Res-

idents’ perceptions of the cultural benefits of tourism. 

Annals of Tourism Research, 29(2), 303–319.

Brunt, P., & Courtney, P. (1999). Host perceptions of socio-

cultural impacts. Annals of Tourism Research, 26(3), 

493–515.

Bujosa, A., & Rosselló, J. (2007). Modelling environmen-

tal attitudes toward tourism. Tourism Management, 28, 

688–695.

Caselli, F., & Coleman, W. J. (2013). On the theory of ethnic 

conflict. Journal of the European Economic Association, 

11(s1), 161–192.

Cernea, M. M., & McDowell, C. (Eds.). (2000). Risks and 

reconstruction: Experiences of resettlers and refugees. 

World Bank Publications.

Cook, K. S. (1977). Exchange and power in networks of 

interorganizational relations. The Sociological Quarterly, 

18(1), 62–82.

Cook, K. S., Cheshire, C., Rice, E. R., & Nakagawa, S. 

(2013). Social exchange theory. In J. DeLamater & A. 

Ward (Eds.), Handbook of social psychology (pp. 61–88). 

Netherlands: Springer.

Cropanzano, R., & Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social exchange 

theory: An interdisciplinary review. Journal of Manage-

ment, 31(6), 874–900.

Cui, X. M., & Chris, R. (2011). Perceptions of place, moder-

nity and the impacts of tourism: Differences among rural 

and urban residents of Ankang, China: A likelihood ratio 

analysis. Tourism Management, 32, 604–615.

DellaSala, D., Martin, A., Spivak, R., Schulke, T., Bird, B., 

Criley, M., & Aplet, G. (2003). A citizen’s call for eco-

logical forest restoration: Forest restoration principles 

and criteria. Ecological Restoration, 21(1), 14–23.

Dickinson, D., & Webber, M. (2007). Environmental relo-

cation and development, on the steppes of Inner Mon-

golia, PRC. The Journal of Development Studies, 43(3), 

537–561.

Diedrich, A., & García, E. (2009). Local perceptions of tour-

ism as indicators of destination decline. Tourism Man-

agement, 30, 512–521.

Dong, R. B. (2006). The practice of the ecological migra-

tion. China’s Underdeveloped Regions, 10, 37–40.

Du, Z. B., & Su, Q. (2011). Study on the relationship between 

the community participation of rural tourism, residents’ 

perceived tourism impact and sense of community 

involvement: A case study of Anji rural tourism destina-

tion, Zhengjiang province. Tourism Tribune, 11, 65–70.

Dyer, P., Gursoy, D., Sharma, B., & Carter, J. (2007). Struc-

tural modelling of resident perceptions of tourism and 



118 WANG, MOYLE, AND LI

Milcu, A. L., Hanspach, J., Abson, D., & Fischer, J. (2013). 

Cultural ecosystem services: A literature review and 

prospects for future research. Ecology and Society, 18(3), 

565–598.

Minteer, B. A., & Collins, J. P. (2010). Move it or lose it? 

The ecological ethics of relocating species under cli-

mate change. Ecological Applications, 20(7), 1801– 

1804.

Moyle, B. D., Croy, W. G., & Weiler, B. (2010). Commu-

nity perceptions of tourism: Bruny and Magnetic Islands, 

Australia. Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research, 

15(3), 353–366.

Moyle, B. D., Croy, W. G., & Weiler, B. (2011). Sustainable 

host–guest interactions on islands. In J. Carlsen & R. 

Butler, (Eds.), Island tourism: Sustainable perspectives 

(pp. 129–139). Wallingford, UK: CABI.

Moyle, B. D, McLennan, C., Ruhanen, L., & Weiler, B. 

(2014). Tracking the concept of sustainability in Austra-

lian tourism policy and planning documents. Journal of 

Sustainable Tourism, 22(7), 1037–1051.

Moyle, B. D., Weiler, B., & Croy, W. G. (2013). Visitors’ 

perceptions of tourism impacts on Bruny and Magnetic 

Islands, Australia. Journal of Travel Research, 52(3), 

392–406.

Najarian, L. M., Goenjian, A. K., Pelcovitz, D., Mandel, 

F., & Najarian, B. (2001). The effect of relocation after 

a natural disaster. Journal of Traumatic Stress, 14(3), 

511–526.

Nie, J. B. (2009). A study on the relocation of the construc-

tions and residents within Wulingyuan Scenic Area. 

Hunan Normal University, Changsha, China.

Nunkoo, R., & Ramkissoon, H. (2010). Gendered theory of 

planned behavior and resident support for tourism. Cur-

rent Issues in Tourism, 13(6), 525–540.

Oviedo, M. A., Castellanos, M., & Martin, D. (2008). Gain-

ing residents’ support for tourism and planning. Interna-

tional Journal of Tourism Research, 10, 95–109.

Pan, X. C. (2006). The policy performance for the  

“ecologically-resettled migrants” in the Three Gorges 

project area. Issues in Agricultural Economy, 6, 18–23.

Pi, H. F., & Wu, Z. Y. (2008). A review on the ecological 

relocation research in China. Journal of China Three 

Gorges University (Humanities & Social Sciences), 

30(1), 14–17.

Salehyan, I., & Gleditsch, K. S. (2006). Refugees and the 

spread of civil war. International Organization, 60(2), 

335–366.

Schmidt-Soltau, K., & Brockington, D. (2007). Protected 

areas and relocation: What scope for voluntary reloca-

tion? World Development, 35(12), 2182–2202.

Sharpley, R. (2014). Host perceptions of tourism: A review 

of the research. Tourism Management, 42, 37–49.

Shi, J. H. (2015). Selection of livelihoods strategy and influ-

ence factors for pastoral migration. Journal of Arid Land 

Resources and Environment, 29(11), 37–42.

Su, D. X. (2006). Feasibility and necessity of herdsmen’s 

ecological migration in rangeland. Grassland and Turf, 

1, 3–11.

Li, L. (2010). Research on public participation and inter-

ests protection of involuntary relocation. Wuhan, China: 

Huazhong University of Science and Technology.

Li, Y. C., Zhang, J., Liu, Z. H., Wu, J. L., & Xiong, J. 

(2014). Structural relationship of residents’ percep-

tion of tourism impacts: A case study in world natural 

heritage Mount Sanqingshan. Progress in Geography, 

33(4), 584–592.

Lindberg, K., & Johnson, R. L. (1997). Modelling resident 

attitudes toward tourism. Annals of Tourism Research, 

24(2), 402–424.

Liu, X. M. (2002). Effects and problem of implementing 

ecological migration in Northwest China. Chinese Rural 

Economy, 4, 47–52.

Liu, X. M., & Chen, J. (2002). An investigation of the rela-

tionship between ecological migration, urbanization 

and industrial development. The Study of Socialism 

with Chinese Characteristics, 2, 61–63.

Liu, X. Q., & Wang, L. Q. (2008). A literature review on 

ecological migration in China. Ecological Environment, 

1, 395–399.

Long, T. P., Perdue, R. R., & Allen, L. (1990). Rural resident 

tourism perceptions and attitudes by community level of 

tourism. Journal of Travel Research, 28(3), 3–9.

Lu, S. Y. (2008). Eco-migration theories and the practice of 

migration in Qinghai. Qinghai Social Sciences, 11(6), 

23–27.

Lu, S., Zhang, J., & Su, Q. (2009). The temporally com-

parative study of residents’ perceptions and attitudes in 

ancient villages: A case study of Xidi Village, one of the 

world cultural heritage sites. Geographical Research, 

28(2), 537–548.

Ma, X. X. (2012). General study on the theories and prac-

tices of ecological migration in China in recent years. 

Social Sciences in Ningxia, 7(4), 56–59.

Mahapatra, A. K., Tewari, D. D., & Baboo, B. (2015). Dis-

placement, deprivation and development: The impact of 

relocation on income and livelihood of tribes in Simili-

pal Tiger and Biosphere Reserve, India. Environmental 

Management, 56(2), 420–432.

Mangalam, J. J. (2015). Human migration: A guide to 

migration literature in English 1955–1962. Lexington, 

KY: University Press of Kentucky.

Mason, P. (2015). Tourism impacts, planning and manage-

ment. London: Routledge.

McLennan, C., Ritchie, B. W., Ruhanen, L. M., & Moyle, 

B. D. (2013). An institutional assessment of three local 

government-level tourism destinations at different stages 

of the transformation process. Tourism Management, 41, 

107–118.

Meng, L. L, & Bao, Z. M. (2004). Summarization of the 

study of migration for the reason of zoological environ-

ment. Journal of the Central University for Nationalities 

(Philosophy and Social Sciences Edition), 31(6), 48–52.

Meng, X. J. (2011). Analysis on characteristics of ecological 

migrants in Sanjiangyuan area in China and its effects on 

ecological migration project. Population and Develop-

ment, 17(4), 1–8.



 RESIDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS OF RESETTLEMENT 119

Xu, H. G. (2001). Analysis on eco-migrate policy efficiency 

in grassland ecopress relaxation. Territory and Natural 

Resources Study, 4, 24–27.

Yang, L. (2004). An inquiry into the strategies of the sustain-

able development of ecomigration in arid and semi-arid 

region of Northwest China. Journal of Xinjiang Normal 

University (Natural Sciences Edition), 23(4), 77–81.

Yoon, Y., Gursoy, D., & Chen, J. S. (2001). Validating a tour-

ism development theory with structural equation model-

ing. Tourism Management, 22, 363–372.

Yi, D. (2003). The confusion of ecological migration. Cul-

tural Geography, 5, 135–144.

Zhang, L. J., & Wang, F. (2011). A probe into the devel-

opmental countermeasure after ecological migration in 

western pasturing region of China. Journal of Minzu 

University of China (Philosophy and Social Sciences 

Edition), 38(4), 31–36.

Zhang, Z. L. (2005). Contracting for migration for the rea-

son of zoological environment. Journal of Chongqing 

University (Natural Science Edition), 28(8), 149–153.

Zhang, Z. L., Zhang, T., & Zhang, Q. (2005). An analysis 

of ecological migrants’ scale in Sanjiangyuan: Based on 

the push and pull theory. Research on Development, 6, 

101–103.

Zheng, Y. (2013). Environment migration: Concepts, theories 

and policy implications. China Population, Resources 

and Environment, 23(4), 96–103.

Zhou, H. K., Zhao, X. Q., Zhang, C. Y., Xing, X. F., Zhu, 

B. W., & Du, F. C. (2010). The predicament of ecologi-

cal migrants and sustainable development strategy in the 

source are of Three Rivers. China Population Resources 

and Environment, 20(3), 185–188.

Tao, Z. (2007). The profound influence on implementation 

of ecological migration in Guoluo. Qinghai Statistics, 1, 

22–26.

Vélez, L .A., McLaughlin, R. L., & Robillard, M. (2013). 

Ecological advantages of partial migration as a condi-

tional strategy. Theoretical Population Biology, 85, 

1–11.

Wang, K., Ou, Y., Li, M. N., & Li, J. (2012). An analysis 

of the impact of ecological migration at world heritage 

destinations. Resources and Environment in the Yangtze 

Basin, 21(4), 399–405.

Wang, C. Y., & Qu, H. L. (2014). Study on influencing fac-

tors of residents’ attitudes towards tourism development 

of village heritage sites. Acta Geographica Sinica, 69(2), 

278–288.

Wang, Y., & Wall, G. (2005). Sharing the benefits of tour-

ism: A case study in Hainan, China. Environments, 33(1), 

41–59.

Weaver, D. B. (2010). Contemporary tourism heritage as 

heritage tourism: Evidence from Las Vegas and Gold 

Coast. Annals of Tourism Research, 38(1), 249–267.

Wei, S., & Yu, J. (2009). Sustainable allocation of involun-

tary relocation: Normative analysis based on allocation 

of relocation control rights, China Population. Resources 

and Environment, 19(5), 76–81.

Weiner, M. (2015). Sons of the soil: Migration and ethnic 

conflict in India. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 

Press.

Xiong, J. P., Liu, C. L., & Yan, Q. (2008). Suburban rural 

residents’ perception of impacts on rural tourism: A case 

study of ancient street in Wuhan. Chinese Rural Econ-

omy, 1, 59–68.


