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1. Introduction

With rapid development of economy and urbanization, a growing
number of urban residents in China desire to leave the city and get close
to the nature; and many of them like to spend weekends and holidays in
rural areas. Under such a background, rural areas have become main
destinations to meet urban residents' growing demand for leisure and
tourism. According to the Big Data Report of Rural Tourism (China
Tourism Academy, 2017), around 216 million of visitors experienced
rural tourism activities, of different varieties, during the National Day
and Mid-Autumn Holiday in 2017. Over 40% of the surveyed visitors
claimed that they visited rural areas once a month (China Tourism
Academy, 2017). As an important part of the tourism industry in China,
rural tourism is regarded as an engine to revive rural economy (He,
2011), because it can narrow the gap between urban and rural areas,
promote rural employment, stimulate the development of related in-
dustries and revitalize the rural culture (Guo & Han, 2010). China's
No.1 Central Document of 2017 also stressed that great effort must be
made to promote the rural tourism and leisure industry (The State
Council of PRC, 2017). In order to meet the diversified demands of
tourists from cities, a typical form of rural tourism “Nongjiale” has been
upgraded constantly. Nongjiale is a popular rural tourism product,
which allows urban tourists to enjoy rustic meals and home-stay ac-
commodation services and amusements at the villagers' families (Su,
2011). As a result of the upgrading of Nongjiale, European-styled
manors and resorts, and homestay buildings with exquisite decoration,
which are totally different from the local traditional rural landscape
and operated and managed by exterior companies, can be found easily
in rural areas nowadays. The original landscape and environment, as
well as the social and economic structure of rural areas are being
changed by tourism development in China. Rural tourism development
has become one of the major forces to promote rural reconstruction
(Long & Tu, 2017). Meanwhile, rural tourism is interrelated with rur-
ality, which is a term used to encapsulate rural features perceived by
people. Rural tourism, to some extent, is to reproduce the rural features
for tourist consumption (Lane, 1994; Zhou, 2014). Rural features are
the fundamental element of rural tourism (Feng & Sha, 2007), and
rurality is evolving with the rural tourism development (Wu, 2014).

Therefore, it seems necessary to gain an in-depth understanding of both
the role of rurality in rural tourism and the role of rural tourism for
representing rurality (Pritchard & Morgan, 2001; Zhou, 2014). At pre-
sent, little attention has been paid to rural tourism from the perspective
of rurality, so this paper aims to investigate the rural tourism devel-
opment in China within the framework of rurality. As a big nation, how
does the rurality vary from region to region with rural tourism devel-
opment in China? To answer this question, the main objectives of this
paper focus on the following two aspects: (1) to identify the features of
rurality and rural tourism development in China; and (2) to provide
practical implications for developing and managing rural tourism des-
tinations from the perspective of rurality.

This paper is structured as follows. Firstly, the literature on rural
tourism and rurality as well as on the relationship between these two
concepts is reviewed, followed by a detailed description of the research
methodology. Then, the research findings are discussed, and finally, the
conclusions and implications of this study are summarized.

2. Rurality and rural tourism

2.1. Rurality

Rurality is an important concept for describing rural space, re-
flecting rural development status, and identifying the difference be-
tween rural and urban areas (Li & Zhang, 2015). Research of rurality
has been carried out for long within a variety of disciplines, such as
geography, sociology, urban planning, economics, and so on. The re-
lated studies usually focus on how to understand the concept of rurality
from various perspectives, how to measure rurality, how rurality
changes and how to practice it. For example, Wood (1997) examined
the evolution of the local power structure in rural areas from the per-
spective of the discourses of power and rurality. Furthermore, Woods
(1998) argued that the restructure of rural areas was reflected in dif-
ferent aspects and could lead to an intensified contest of rurality.
Cruickshank (2009) interpreted rurality in a different way as an alter-
native to the modernist discourse, emphasizing local and regional au-
tonomy. Askins (2009) suggested understanding and constructing rur-
ality by using multicultural, multiethnic, and transnational imaginaries
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from a ‘transrural’ view. However, Carter and Hollinsworth (2009)
obtained different findings after interviewing the indigenous people;
they found that Aboriginal people seek engagement and exclude al-
ternative and multiple indigenous voices in natural resource manage-
ment. Rurality has been also studied and explained by analyzing rural
residents' perceptions, such as the works conducted by Halfacree (1995)
and López-i-Gelats, Tàbara, and Bartolomé (2009). López-i-Gelats et al.
(2009) identified four discourses of rurality, namely: the agriculturalist,
entrepreneurial, conservationist and endogenous development. Rurality
is also conveyed by mass media. Phillips, Fish, and Agg (2001) ex-
amined rurality based on textual analysis of British rural drama pro-
grams, and concluded that these drama series could be interpreted as
conveying the senses of middle-class. Horton (2008) investigated the
popular cultural representation of English rurality, which is a kind of
idyllic form of rurality that can be constructed. Although rurality is
conventionally understood from the population, location and landscape
perspectives, it can be also explained in a reconceptualised (Sherval,
2009) or reconstructed way, such as baroque rurality (Phillips, 2014)
and greentrified rurality (Smith & Phillips, 2001).

It is widely accepted that rurality is a fuzzy concept, and its meaning
depends on many aspects. Therefore, a lot of researches focus on the
measurements of rurality. In view of the unbalanced development in
rural areas of China, many Chinese scholars attempted to understand
the regional rural development using the tool of rurality, because it can
facilitate the formation of rural development policies and strategic
planning. For example, Li, Long, and Liu (2015) established an index
system to evaluate the degree of rurality in China at the county level.
Similarly, Peng, Liu, and Sun (2016) established a Relative Rurality
Index to represent the rural unbalanced development in the Three
Gorges Reservoir Area of China, along with the process of urbanization
and industrialization. Zhu and Zhang (2015), and Shao, Chen, Su, and
Wu (2015) analyzed the rurality changes in Jiangsu Province of China
using their self-constructed rurality index system. In addition to such
macro-scale studies, some other researchers focus on case studies of
rurality (e.g. Lin, Xie, & Lv, 2016; Mármol & Vaccaro, 2015; Meijering,
Hoven, & Huigen, 2007). These studies can help us understand rurality
in different scales and settings.

2.2. Rural tourism

With the process of globalization and urbanization, rural areas have
been undergoing transformation in social and economic aspects.
Tourism industry is increasingly used as one of the most important tools
to promote rural revitalization and reconstruction (Lenao & Saarinen,
2015). As a result, rural tourism has been developing rapidly all over
the world. With the acceleration of rural tourism practices, the relevant
academic studies grow as well, which mainly concentrate on rural
tourists and marketing, rural tourism development planning and policy,
and rural tourism operations and prediction. Almeida, Correia, and
Pimpao (2014) investigated the segmentation of rural tourists by sur-
veying the benefits they sought in Madeira Island. Oh and Schuett
(2010) segmented rural tourists by multiple regression analysis to un-
derstand their consumption patterns. Huang, Beeco, Hallo, and Norman
(2016) found that rural tourism could be regarded as an alternative
choice for heritage tourists, and tourists who enjoy both nature-based
and sport-related activities. Focusing on the behaviors, experience and
perceived value of rural tourism, many researchers investigated the
nature of rural tourism experience. For example, Jepson and Sharpley
(2015) explored the extent to which a relationship exists between the
sense of place and emotional experience, within rural tourists' in-
dividual understanding of spirituality. Sustainability is one of the main
research fields of rural tourism. Andrei, Gogonea, Zaharia, and Andrei
(2014) studied the sustainability of rural tourism in Romanian at the
country level, and found out that sustainable rural tourism develop-
ment was determined by multiple cultural features, the biological di-
versity and the ecological capital as a whole. Marzo-Navarro, Pedraja-

Iglesia, and Vinzon (2015) developed a sustainability model of rural
tourism from the residents' perspective to test the measurements. The
integrated rural tourism, as a relatively new concept, has been used to
analyze rural tourism. It reflects the concept of the intertwined re-
lationship between the spatial and organizational aspects, and is re-
garded by respondents as an opportunity to foster a cross-border
working mode (Ilbery & Saxena, 2011). Saarinen and Lenao (2014)
developed a framework of integrated rural tourism for developing
countries, and explored the community-based cultural and heritage
tourism with this framework by collecting data from in-depth inter-
views conducted in the village of Kalakamati in the North-East District
of Botswana. Their findings indicate that some special issues must be
addressed properly while using the integrated rural tourism model to
assess the development of rural tourism in developing countries (Lenao
& Saarinen, 2015).

Rural tourism firms are the bridges between rural communities and
tourists. They can directly affect the sustainable development of rural
tourism to some extent. Many studies have investigated the manage-
ment and operation of rural tourism firms, with particular emphasis on
collaboration and networking. For example, Tolstad (2014) found that
networking was beneficial for rural tourism firms. Mottiar (2016) in-
vestigated the motivations of rural tourism firms in terms of the en-
gagement in cooperation. It is concluded that rural tourism firms are
motivated not only by profit and individual gain but also by the local
area itself. There are other researches about the potential of manage-
ment network on the innovation and competitiveness of rural tourism
(Romeiro & Costa, 2010). The rural tourism operation is affected by a
number of factors, including the development of Internet-based ac-
commodation booking platforms (Gössling & Lane, 2015), the network
structures in rural destinations, and the relationship between external
tourism operators and local residents (including both the village who
are engaged in rural tourism operations and who are not) (Ying, Jiang,
& Zhou, 2015).

Rural tourism has developed for more than 40 years, and the re-
search on the development and evolution of rural tourism has been
growing in recent years. Idziak, Majewski, and Zmyślony (2015) ex-
amined how local communities were involved in creating thematic
villages and how sustainable rural tourism experience was created by a
long-term appraisal. Kim and Jamal (2015) examined the evolution of
rural tourism in Hongdong Town of Korea. Their results present a
complex and dynamic terrain where new strategies are emerging within
the agricultural sector, struggling to revive global free trade policies
and neoliberalism. Nicholls and Amelung (2015) explored the range of
potential conditions for outdoor tourism activities for three future time
periods under two scenarios of climate change. Hu and Bao (2016)
carried out social network analysis and interpreted rural tourism evo-
lution by actor-net analysis with a case study of Jiangxiang Village in
China. Generally speaking, recent studies in the related field mainly
focus on case studies of rural tourism development with descriptive
analysis.

2.3. The relationship between rurality and rural tourism

Rurality is generally deemed as the essence of rural tourism devel-
opment (Sharpley & Roberts, 2004), and related works have explored
rurality in the context of rural tourism recently. Among them, some
works investigated the role of farm women in representing rurality
along with rural tourism development. It is widely accepted for decades
that farm women were supposed to stay home and deal with household
works only under the male-defined farming society (Saugeres, 2002;
Wright & Annes, 2014), but rural tourism provides an opportunity to
change their role from household workers to dominators of the farm.
Some scholars have noticed such a transition and analyzed this phe-
nomenon. For example, Wright and Annes (2014) explored the sym-
bolization of farm women as to rurality and agriculture from the per-
spective of farm tourism. Another study conducted by Cassel and
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Pettersson (2015) analyzed the role of farm women in rural tourism,
and explained how they perform rural and gender identities by pro-
viding experiences and services, and how they may redefine or chal-
lenge the traditional rural and gender identities. Other studies in-
vestigated the rurality perceived by rural tourists and indigenous
farmers along with rural tourism development. For example, Zhou
(2014) investigated the online rural tourism destination image of Chi-
na's Wuyuan Village and suggested that the image of a rural destination
is linked to rurality and rural imaginaries in tourism. Peng, Liu, Zhang,
and Chen (2018) stated that the concept of rurality is referred to as “the
good old days” for indigenous farmers and rural tourism development
has become a nightmare for them as the cultural colonization embodied
in rurality commercialization, coupled with the process of in-
dustrialization and urbanization, is changing the landscape of rural
communities. It is generally believed that the core attraction of rural
tourism is constituted by rurality and the rural image decided by rur-
ality, but there are limited studies focusing on the measurement of
rurality of rural tourism destinations and the analysis of the relation-
ship between rurality and rural tourism development based on the
comparative view of different cases and different regions. This study
attempts to measure rurality of rural tourism destinations, on such
basis, to investigate the relationship between rurality and rural tourism
within the context of rural tourism in China.

3. Methodology

3.1. Measurement of rurality

A number of earlier studies have constructed and developed rurality
indicators to investigate rural areas and their development. For ex-
ample, Smith and Parvin (1973) proposed the Rural Urban Index. Cloke
and Edwards (1986) constructed a rurality index for local districts in
England and Wales in early times, and then, Harrington and
O'Donoghue (1998) extended this index to understand the rurality de-
velopment in England and Wales in later times. Madu (2010) identified
14 indicators to examine the rurality of Nigeria. Caschili, De Montis,
and Trogu (2015) constructed the Composite Indicator of Rurality to
study the region of Sardinia in Italy. Many different rurality index
systems were proposed due to the difference in socioeconomic back-
grounds of different countries and regions (Peng et al., 2016). With the
implementation of the integrated urban-rural strategy for over fifteen
years in China, a growing number of Chinese researchers have paid
attention to issues of urbanization and integrated urban-rural devel-
opment from the perspective of rurality (e.g. Li, Long, & Liu, 2015; Peng
et al., 2016; Zhang, Zhang, & Li, 2013; Zhu & Zhang, 2015). The se-
lection of variables in this study for the measurement of rurality in rural
tourism destinations is based on formerly-proposed index systems as
well as the current socioeconomic situations in China. Firstly, the
economic development differs significantly between urban and rural
area of China. Due to the economic reform since 1980s, China has made
great achievements in economic development especially in urban areas.
Comparatively, rural areas have been developing much slower. The
central government of China has recognized rural development as a
major challenge to be addressed. In order to narrow the gap between
urban and rural areas, rural revitalization has been launched as one of
the most important strategies in China, which emphasized that rural
economic development is a basic national policy (CPC Central
Committee, 2018). In view of the economic development characteristics
of China, the economic aspect was selected as the first factor in this
study for measuring rurality. More specifically, according to the re-
levant literature, Primary industry as a proportion of the total GDP
(Peng et al., 2016; Shao et al., 2015), Gross output by industry per
capita (Zhang et al., 2013; Zhu & Zhang, 2015), and GDP per capita
(Shao et al., 2015; Zhu & Zhang, 2015) were chosen as the indicators of
the economic factor. In China, the primary sector of the rural areas is
comparatively strong, while the gross output by industry and GDP per

capita are relatively low.
Secondly, the process of urbanization and industrialization in China

coincides with the changes in population structure in rural areas. “Low
density” is a typical feature associated with the population structure of
rural areas (e.g. Caschili et al., 2015; Higgs, 1999; Kassioumis et al.,
2004; Madu, 2010). The population proportion of secondary and ter-
tiary industry in rural areas can reflect the impacts imposed by urba-
nization and industrialization, which implies the characteristics of
rurality (Zhang et al., 2013; Zhu & Zhang, 2015). Therefore, the po-
pulation density and the population proportion of secondary and ter-
tiary industry are included as two important indicators to measure the
factor of population.

Thirdly, it has been widely accepted that rurality should be under-
stood along with the situation of social life and infrastructure (e.g.
Caschili et al., 2015; Meijering et al., 2007). Infrastructure refers to the
various fundamental facilities, systems and services, such as roads,
water supply and power supply that are implemented to serve a certain
area. The condition of roads can be reflected by the accessibility of a
destination, which was chosen as the fourth factor in this study. In
consideration of the representativeness of indicators and the feasibility
of data acquisition, Young Children Index (Li, Long, & Li, 2015; Ocana-
Riola & Sanchez-Cantalejo, 2005) and Health Facilities (Caschili et al.,
2015; Madu, 2010; Zhu & Zhang, 2015) were included as two indicators
to measure the factor of social and life. The former one, the Young
Children Index (Ocana-Riola & Sanchez-Cantalejo, 2005) refers to chil-
dren aged from 0 to 14, but relevant data is not available in the China
Statistical Yearbook. Thus, the Students Index (referring to primary and
middle school students) is used instead in this study.

Last but not least, rurality is widely connected to remoteness and
spatial disadvantage (Higgs & White, 2000). It is necessary to include
the information of location regardless of remoteness (Cloke, 1978),
peripherality (Higgs, 1999) or distance from cities (Halfacree, 1995;
Harrington & O'Donoghue, 1998), which is certainly a crucial issue in
the definition of rurality (Caschili et al., 2015). Harrington and
O'Donoghue (1998) defined the measurement of Distance as the dis-
tance from the nearest urban node with a population over 50,000. In
view of the relatively high population density in China, cities with a
population over 1 million are regarded as large cities. Moreover, re-
sidents living in large cities constitute the main market of rural tourism
in China (Su & Wang, 2007). Therefore, the index Distance in this study
is defined as the distance from the nearest urban node with a popula-
tion over 1 million. Another index to measure the geographical situa-
tion of rural tourism sites is called Large City Index, which refers to the
number of large cities within a radius of 200 km around the rural
tourism sites. In addition, the Big Data Report of Rural Tourism (China
Tourism Academy, 2017) shows that more than 68% of visitors drive to
rural destinations in private cars. The index of Driving Time refers to the
average driving time from the nearest large city to the rural tourism
site, which indicates the ease of traffic. In all, the four factors of rurality
are classified as Economics (E), Population (P), Social and Life (S), and
Location (L), which are shown in Table 1. Some measurements have
been improved according to the actual situation of China.

3.2. Data collection

The data required in this study were collected from the China
Statistical Yearbook (County-Level), which publishes the data of pre-
vious year in the first half year of the current year. This study was
initiated in the end of 2017, when the latest available version of China
Statistical Yearbook (County-Level) was that of year 2016. Therefore,
the data used in the present study were collected from China Statistical
Yearbook (County-Level) 2016. According to the Joint Opinions of the
Ministry of Agriculture and the National Tourism Administration on Making
Efforts to Establish Demonstration Counties for Agro-tourism and Rural
Tourism and Demonstration Sites for Agro-tourism Nationwide (Ministry of
Agriculture of the People's Republic of China, 2010), a total of 295
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counties are listed as the Demonstration Counties for Agro-tourism and
Rural Tourism from 2011 to 2016. Among these counties, 50 are lack of
recorded statistical data related to the rurality index above. Some of
them are semi-military state-owned farms, such as the first division of
10th group of Xinjiang Production and Construction Corps and the
eighth division of 150th group of Xinjiang Production and Construction
Corps, and some of them are special economic-technological develop-
ment areas (e.g. Wansheng Economic-technological Development Area
in Chongqing), which do not publish formal statistical data to the
public. Therefore, the database set up in this study, as shown in Table 1,
covers 245 Demonstration Counties for Agro-tourism and Rural
Tourism all around China.

3.3. Data analysis method

The proposed index system decomposes the issue of rurality with
rural tourism development into a series of sub-indicators which can be
comprehended more easily. Each of the sub-indicators may be analyzed
independently. According to the research framework, the key step of
investigating the rurality of these Demonstration Counties is to de-
termine the priority of each indicator. The commonly used methods to
do so are consisted of two categories, subjective and objective. The
subjective weighting methods, such as the analytic hierarchy process
(AHP) method, are largely dependent on decision makers' knowledge,
experience and perception of the problem (Hafezparast, Araghinejad, &
Filatova, 2015). However, as different decision makers often hold dif-
ferent ideas, it is difficult to reach an agreement on the relative im-
portance of criteria (Yilmaz & Harmancioglu, 2010). That is to say,
subjective weighting methods are easily interfered by subjective fac-
tors. On the other hand, the objective weighting methods, such as the
commonly used entropy method, weigh the indicators according to the
observation value (Zhao, Ji, Tian, Chen, & Wang, 2018), which depends
on the difference among the evaluating objects on the same indicator,
rather than the decision makers' personal experience. Moreover, when
there are many indicators and cases, it could be difficult to determine
the weights using subjective methods (e.g. Fang, Yin, & Zhang, 2013;
Whitaker, 2007). Therefore, many tourism researches adopted the en-
tropy method, such as D'Urso, De Giovanni, Disegna, and Massari
(2013), Rosselló and Sansó (2017), Tang (2015), and Zhang, Gu, Gu,
and Zhang (2011). For the present study, given the number of mea-
surements of rurality and evaluated cases, the entropy method was
chosen to determine the priority of measurements.

. In details, there are four steps to calculate the weights of all in-
dexes using the entropy method. Firstly, the initial matrix of the eva-
luation system is formed as below, based on 10 variables and 245 cases
in this study. The symbol m in Eq. (1) denotes the number of cases; the
symbol n denotes the number of indexes; xij represents the data of index
j of the sample.
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Secondly, all variables are standardized, and then divided into two
groups, positive variables and negative variables. For positive variables,
a higher value indicates a higher standard of overall rurality; contrarily,
for negative variables, a lower value indicates a higher standard of
rurality. Given that rurality is a concept for identifying the difference
between rural and urban areas, the indicators that can reflect rural
features are positive ones. For example, rural areas are widely re-
cognized as regions majoring in agricultural production. The primary
industry of rural areas occupies a more significant part of the total GDP
compared to that of urban areas. Caschili et al. (2015) have summar-
ized the influences (negative or positive) of variables of the composite
indicators of rurality in an earlier study. According to their research and
other related literature (e.g. Higgs, 1999; Li, Long, & Li, 2015; Madu,
2010; Zhu & Zhang, 2015), it is clear that E1, L1 and L2 are positive
variables, and others are negative ones in this study. The positive index
and negative index are standardized using the formula
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respectively.

The third step is to calculate the information entropy value of the
variables using the formula = ∑ ′ ′=e K x x– lni i

m
ij ij1 , in which K is a con-

stant ( =K m
1

ln ). In this study, m is equal to 245, corresponding to the
245 Demonstration Counties for Agro-tourism and Rural Tourism in
China. The value of the information utility of each variable depends on
the difference between the value of information entropy ei and 1, i.e.
di=1− ei. This value produces a direct impact on the weight. The
larger the value of information utility, the higher the weight of the
variable is. Naturally, variables with a larger value of information uti-
lity are more significant to the evaluation.

Lastly, the weight of each variable for investigating the rurality of
these counties can be calculated using the formula = ∑ =w d d/i i i

m
i1 , as

shown in Table 2. Then, rurality can be calculated by the weight
summation method.

Table 1
Measurements used in analyzing the rurality with tourism development.

Factors Variable codes Variables explanation Sources

Economics (E) E1 Primary industry as a proportion of the total GDP Peng et al. (2016); Shao et al. (2015)
E2 Gross output by industry per capita Zhang et al. (2013); Zhu and Zhang (2015)
E3 GDP per capita Shao et al. (2015); Zhu and Zhang (2015)

Population (P) P1 The population proportion of secondary and tertiary
industry

Zhang et al. (2013); Zhu and Zhang (2015)

P2 Population density Caschili et al. (2015); Higgs (1999); Madu (2010); Li, Long, and Li (2015); Feng
and Sha (2007)

Social and life (S) S1 Students index Ocana-Riola and Sanchez-Cantalejo (2005); Li, Long, and Li (2015)
S2 Health facilities Caschili et al. (2015); Madu (2010); Zhu and Zhang (2015)

Location (L) L1 Distance Cloke (1978); Harrington and O'Donoghue (1998)
L2 Driving time
L3 Large city index Su and Wang (2007)

Table 2
The weights of all measurements.

Variable code Weight

E1 0.1802
E2 0.0412
E3 0.0559
P1 0.1142
P2 0.1156
S1 0.0775
S2 0.0743
L1 0.0936
L2 0.1025
L3 0.1450
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4. Findings and discussions

4.1. Economy and location as the most important factors for measuring
rurality

The weights of all measurements of rurality can be reasonably es-
timated by the entropy method. Referring to the results shown in
Table 2, E1, a positive indicator referring to the development of the
primary sector in the county, has the highest value. It means that the
rurality improves with the increase of the proportion of the primary
sector output. Meanwhile, it also suggests that agriculture is still the
most important factor to differentiate rural and urban areas. Tradi-
tionally, the rural area is comparatively stronger in the primary sector
(Caschili et al., 2015). As far as the sample data concerned, it indicates
that if rural tourism destinations aim to maintain a high level of rur-
ality, they should stay agriculturally oriented. Urban residents regard
rural destinations as a paradise because of the unique agricultural
landscape (Su & Wang, 2007). In order to attract more tourists, rural
destinations had better maintain their agricultural function and ensure
that the primary industry takes up a relatively high proportion of the
total GDP. However, in many rural areas of China, the outflow of young
farmers is increasing due to the low returns on agriculture (Peng et al.,
2018), which leads to the decrease of the proportion of primary in-
dustry. Meanwhile, the central government of China attaches great
importance to carrying out relevant policies to secure agriculture pro-
duction in view of the country's large population base and the com-
plicated international political situation. China's No.1 Central Docu-
ment has been focusing on agricultural production for 15 years. With
the supportive policies from government, rural areas need to diversify
their primary sector (Woods, 1998) and increase the agricultural added
value, so that the economic return of agriculture can be improved to
attract young farmers to return home. Rural tourism is one of the ways
to add value to agriculture and has become a major means to revitalize
rural areas. With the rapid development of rural tourism in China,
many rural destinations turned into tourist resorts. The Minister of
Agriculture, Han (2017), emphasized that the development of leisure
agriculture and rural tourism should stand on the basis of agriculture.
With respect to this study, the proportion of the primary sector output is
the foundation of rural tourism development and the most important
factor for influencing the overall rurality. Agriculture and rural tourism
interrelate to and promote each other.

L3 ranks the second most important aspect to measure rurality in the
context of rural tourism development, which confirms that remoteness
is always a crucial issue in defining rurality (Caschili et al., 2015; Cloke,
1978; Higgs, 1999). L3 is a negative indicator, and therefore, the
smaller its value is, the higher the rurality is. The large city index refers
to the number of cities with a population of more than 1 million within
the radius of 200 km around the rural tourism destination. This variable
can reflect the spatial disadvantage of a certain rural area. However,
rural tourism mainly attracts tourists who live in the urban areas nearby
the tourism destination and can drive there by themselves during the
weekends and holidays. Therefore, in the context of rural tourism de-
velopment, the large city index can potentially reflect the current
conditions of rural tourism market, which confirms a numbers of
findings of rural tourism market research in China (Su & Wang, 2007).
It indicates that the rural destinations with a lower value of rurality
based on the large city index would have a greater potential of devel-
oping rural tourism. The rural destinations near big cities can fully
utilize this advantage to carry out marketing activities and attract more
tourists.

4.2. The unique spatial feature of rurality

The value of rurality of each Demonstration County for Agro-
tourism and Rural Tourism was calculated by the weighted summation
method. Then, the results were sorted in an ascending order. The top

ten demonstration counties with the lowest and highest value of rur-
ality are listed in Tables 3 and 4 respectively.

As shown in Table 3, all the demonstration counties for agro-
tourism and rural tourism with a low value of rurality are located in the
eastern areas of China, which is consistent with the findings of Li
(2002), and Li, Long, and Li (2015). East China is advantageous in
physical, geographic, economic, social and cultural conditions, and has
been the driven force of China's economic development since the im-
plementation of the reform and open-up policy in 1980s. Social and
economic development is mainly dominated by the industrialization
and urbanization processes. On the other hand, China's agriculture
production, rural landscape and rural culture are undergoing rapid
decline (Li, Long, & Liu, 2015). In order to promote rural tourism, many
rural areas in East China have improved their local infrastructure and
rural landscape to satisfy tourists' demand. A number of new homestay
Inns and restaurants have been built or rebuilt (see Fig.1). Conse-
quently, such tourism areas reflect more urbanity but less rural features.

Table 4 shows the top ten counties with a high value of rurality. It
indicates that the demonstration counties for agro-tourism and rural
tourism with a high value of rurality are mostly located in the north-
western and northeastern of China. On one hand, many of these areas
are dwelling places for ethnic minority groups, featured with remote
geographical location, poor accessibility, backward socioeconomic de-
velopment, and struggling transformation of traditional subsistence
agriculture (Li, Long, & Liu, 2015). On the other hand, the level of
modernized agricultural production and agricultural output in North-
eastern China has been considerably high and contributed a lot to the
value of rurality. In addition, the rurality of Sog County of Tibet in
Southwestern China ranks No. 7 among all the demonstration counties
for agro-tourism and rural tourism. Due to poor physical, locational and
economic conditions, Southwestern China has been experiencing a re-
latively slow process of industrialization and urbanization compared
with Eastern China.

4.3. The paradox of rurality and rural tourism

The attractiveness of rural tourism is largely based on the localized
features of rurality (Woods, 2011). It is widely accepted that rural
features are the foundation of rural tourism (e.g. Cassel & Pettersson,
2015; Feng & Sha, 2007; Liu & Yu, 2012). It means that rural tourism
development depends on its rurality. As such, the rurality of popular
rural tourism destinations should be high. Interestingly, the results of
calculation of this study contradict with such a speculation. According
to the Big Data Report of Rural Tourism (China Tourism Academy,
2017), East China, Southwest China and South China are ranked top
three regions in terms of rural tourist sources. In addition, the average
distance from tourist sources to rural tourism destinations is 147 km,
and 83% of rural tourists choose rural destinations within their pro-
vinces of residence (China Tourism Academy, 2017). It indicates that
East China, Southwest China and South China are the regions with re-
latively good development of rural tourism. Jiangsu, Zhejiang provinces

Table 3
Top ten counties with a low value of rurality.

County Province/region Location area Rurality

Jiangning Jiangsu Province East China 0.279
Tongxiang Zhejiang Province East China 0.294
Pukou Jiangsu Province East China 0.331
Gaochun Jiangsu Province East China 0.337
Yixing Jiangsu Province East China 0.338
Fengxian Shanghai Province East China 0.355
Jintan Jiangsu Province East China 0.356
Lishui Jiangsu Province East China 0.358
Haimen Jiangsu Province East China 0.375
Jiangyan Jiangsu Province East China 0.376
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and Shanghai, which are all belong to the East China region, are the
most popular rural tourism destinations in China. For example, 287
million of tourists visited rural tourism sites in Jiangsu Province in
2017 (Lao & Lv, 2018). However, Table 3 shows that the demonstration
counties for agro-tourism and rural tourism in Jiangsu province have
the lowest rurality value. This paradox has epitomized the relationship
between rurality and rural tourism in modern China. On one hand,
geographical location and economic foundation are the key factors for
the development of rural tourism in China. Better geographical location
with higher accessibility tends to be an advantage for the expansion of
the rural tourism market, because urban residents are still the major
target market for rural tourism. Many rural tourism destinations in
Northwest China are located in poorly-accessible areas, meaning that
their potential rural tourism market is small. As a result, a lot of well-
preserved villages do not have many tourists.

On the other hand, urban residents with a relatively high living
standard demand for high-quality rural tourism and leisure products. In
fact, a large number of rural visitors cannot endure the bad hygiene
conditions of many rural regions. Fig. 2 shows the terrible environment
of a rural toilet in Yunnan Province. With the progress of rural tourism
in developed regions in China (e.g. Jiangsu and Zhejiang Provinces), an
increasing number of new ruralists began to get involved in rural
tourism development (Zheng, 2014). They understand that the rural
aesthetic quality is an important element of the rural tourism experi-
ence, even if it involves a staged environment. Thus, they tend to create
the ideal rural landscape for those urban tourists, with the purpose to
provoke their strong surges of nostalgia for the old times. Buildings in
the rural areas are renovated and refurbished to produce an old-fash-
ioned sense and a rustic environment. Every detail is well-designed and
appears exquisite (see Fig. 3), in order to meet the visitors' expectation
for rural tourism. Cassel and Pettersson (2015) regarded such

Table 4
Top ten counties with a high value of rurality.

County Province/region Location Rurality

Zepu Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region Northwest China 0.845
Qapqal Xibe Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region Northwest China 0.821
Zhaosu Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region Northwest China 0.814
Yining Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region Northwest China 0.769
Bohu Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region Northwest China 0.769
Hulin Heilongjiang Province Northeast China 0.766
Sog Tibet Autonomous Region Southwest China 0.766
Tieli Heilongjiang Province Northeast China 0.757
Weichang Hebei Province North China 0.733
Manas Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region Northwest China 0.713

Fig. 1. Coffee House Shijian in Pukou, Jiangsu Province.

Fig. 2. The dirty toilet in rural areas of Yunnan Province.

Fig. 3. Well-designed and exquisite landscape taken in Pukou, Jiangsu
Province.
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phenomena as the staged rural idyll. This concept can be related to the
staged authenticity in the research of heritage tourism. The staged rural
idyll here is very similar to the constructive authenticity in heritage
tourism study, which means that authenticity or inauthenticity is the
result of how people perceive things (Shen, Guo, & Wu, 2014). In the
context of rural tourism, this is called the constructive rurality, which
has improved China's rural tourism development to a certain extent.
This explains why the areas under rapid rural tourism development
have a relative low value of rurality. In addition, new accommodation
facilities are built to cater for an increasing number of tourists. They are
no longer real home-stay inns, but exquisite hotels or hostels in rural
areas, and many villages are becoming holiday resorts, rather than
traditional rural areas with the main function of agriculture production.
As a result, the rurality of these areas declines further and further. Are
rural tourists really attracted by rurality? Perhaps, they may be at-
tracted by their perceived constructive rurality only.

5. Conclusions

This study investigated the rural tourism development in China
from the perspective of rurality. An indicator system of rurality was
proposed, in which the rurality was measured by four factors, i.e.
economy, population, social and life, and location. 245 Demonstration
Counties for Agro-tourism and Rural Tourism all over China were
evaluated using this rurality indicator system. The data were extracted
from China Statistical Yearbook 2016 of the county-level. The entropy
method and the weighted summation were employed to calculate the
weight of each indicator and the value of rurality. Despite the useful
insights into China's rural tourism development provided by this study,
some limitations should be highlighted when interpreting the results.
First, the conclusions of this study are merely based on the statistical
data of 2016. Future research may expand the research timeframe to
improve the reliability of the findings on the change of rurality with
rural tourism development. Second, this study is performed at the
county-level and the superstructure is not included in the rurality in-
dicator system. This is because the data and indicators reflecting su-
perstructure (such as culture, institutions, political power structures,
rituals and states) are not available in a more detailed context when
considering the 245 cases in this study. It is therefore necessary to
further examine the rurality and tourism development change me-
chanism with improvement of the indicator system and to investigate
rurality more comprehensively. For example, several small rural re-
gions can be targeted as samples to investigate their cultural, institu-
tional and political situations using the ethnographic method, and then
interviews and questionnaire surveys to local residents and rural tour-
ists can be conducted to collect data reflecting their perceived super-
structure states in the context of rurality and rural tourism develop-
ment. Notwithstanding these limitations, this study provides a research
framework for estimating the rurality in the context of rural tourism
and useful insights into China's rural tourism development.

As far as the data concerned, the demonstration counties for agro-
tourism and rural tourism with a lower value of rurality are all located
in the eastern coastal areas of China, while those with a higher value of
rurality are mostly located in the northwestern areas of China. This
reveals the difference in economic development and stage of urbani-
zation between East and West of China. The rural areas of eastern China
are in the process of rapid urbanization and industrialization since
1980s. The population property, settlement mode and industry pattern
in these areas have changed greatly from the traditional agricultural
times. On the other hand, due to poor traffic conditions, territorial
culture and economic foundations, the rural areas of northwestern
China are experiencing urban-rural transformation at a much lower
rate. Their rural features are retained much more complete than those
areas with rapid economic development. The value of rurality can re-
flect the spatial pattern of China's rural development. The findings of
this study have supported some earlier studies (Li, Long, & Liu, 2015)

and are in line with the current development situation of rural areas in
China. It indicates that the rurality indicator system and the data ana-
lysis method employed in this study are reasonable and useful, and can
contribute to the theoretical modeling of rurality. Meanwhile, rural
tourism development in China has been showing an unbalanced spatial
development mode from the perspective of rurality. Although it is
widely accepted that rural features are the foundation of rural tourism
(Feng & Sha, 2007), this study seems to reveal a different result. The
eastern coastal areas of China with low rurality are experiencing
prosperous rural tourism development. There seems to be a paradox
between rurality and rural tourism. Why does it show such a contra-
diction? Rural tourism is a kind of market driven industry in China. The
prosperity of rural tourism mainly depends on the availability of rural
tourism market. In order to meet the market demand, rural areas in
eastern China are constructing the rural landscapes in tourists' imagi-
nation, which is called the constructive rurality in this study. This kind
of rurality is constructed by the tourists and developers together, but
not the local farmers. The latest research conducted by Peng et al.
(2018) investigated a typical Chinese village which was undergoing
commercialization, and suggests that rurality is a nightmare for local
farmers. The rurality referred to here is different from the traditional
rurality in previous studies, but similar to the constructive rurality
mentioned in the present study. That is to say, in order to develop rural
tourism, the eastern coastal areas of China, where the level of tradi-
tional rurality is low, may have a high constructive rurality; this phe-
nomenon needs to be further elaborated. Although rurality can be
constructed by developers within a short time through reshaping rural
landscapes, tourists cannot be satisfied simply by sightseeing (Zhou &
Huang, 2004) in the long term, as they will gradually pursue the
spiritual return to rural life, which is reflected by the traditional rur-
ality. This implies that the eastern coastal areas of China should pay
great attention to the maintenance of traditional rurality in the near
future. In addition, local farmers of rural destinations should be directly
involved into the development of rural tourism, because they are the
main force of primary industry and carriers of rural culture and spirit
(Gu, 2012). This can be helpful for the increase of rurality. Policy
makers from different levels of government should carry out active
policies, such as establishing foundations and building public and
professional service system, to encourage local farmers to return home
and involved in diversified agricultural production, including devel-
oping rural tourism. At the same time, the rural tourism investors or
new ruralists from urban areas should consider involving local farmers
into the development process of rural tourism, to make sure that rural
destinations are home of farmers', rather than resorts merely for tour-
ists.

Funding

The work was supported by China Postdoctoral Science Foundation,
PR China (Grant No. 2017M611821).

Acknowledgements

We are grateful to the reviewers for their constructive suggestions
for improving this manuscript and giving insights into future research.

References

Almeida, A. M. M., Correia, A., & Pimpao, A. (2014). Segmentation by benefits sought:
The case of rural tourism in Madeira. Current Issues in Tourism, 17(9), 813–831.

Andrei, D. R., Gogonea, R.-M., Zaharia, M., & Andrei, J.-V. (2014). Is Romanisn rural
tourism sustainable? Revealing particularities. Sustainability, 6, 8876–8888.

Askins, K. (2009). Crossing divides: Ethnicity and rurality. Journal of Rural Studies, 25,
365–375.

Carter, J., & Hollinsworth, D. (2009). Segregation and protectionism: Institutionalised
views of aboriginal rurality. Journal of Rural Studies, 25, 414–424.

Caschili, S., De Montis, A., & Trogu, D. (2015). Accessibility and rurality indicators for
regional development. Computers, Environment and Urban Systems. 49, 98–114.

S. Shen, et al. Tourism Management Perspectives 30 (2019) 98–106

104

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0025


Cassel, S. H., & Pettersson, K. (2015). Performing gender and rurality in Swedish Farm
Tourism. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, 15(1–2), 138–151.

China Tourism Academy (2017). The big data report of rural tourism during national and
mid-autumn festival in 2017. Retrieved from https://mp.weixin.qq.com/s?__biz=
MzA4ODM4OTgxOA==&mid=2650803275&idx=3&sn=
d3321ee600cdd8f2425485872c7ca752&chksm=
8bde4d9ebca9c4883b0eefdf63ca8effe496eb540f20c0495d5c4a611
d493856a2ec39b1920f&mpshare=1&scene=1&srcid=
1026TnODtzIJhGb59uJP6FCT&pass_ticket=92pGxO1Hi347WemRFA%
2FaPfrLU9Ja5K%2F0m5jBRWkbAvxSVd7i4wNB5WLZ0ifP%2B1dx#rd.

Cloke, P., & Edwards, G. (1986). Rurality in England and Wales 1981: A replication of the
1971 index. Regional Studies, 20, 289–306.

Cloke, P. J. (1978). Changing patterns of urbanization in rural areas of England and
Wales, 1961–1971. Regional Studies, 12, 603–617.

CPC Central Committee (2018). Views of the CPC central committee and the state council
on implementing the rural vitalization strategy. Retrieved from http://www.gov.cn/
zhengce/2018-02/04/content_5263807.htm.

Cruickshank, J. A. (2009). A play for rurality- Modernization versus local autonomy.
Journal of Rural Studies, 25, 98–107.

D'Urso, P., De Giovanni, L., Disegna, M., & Massari, R. (2013). Bagged clustering and its
application to tourism market segmentation. Expert Systems with Applications, 40,
4944–4956.

Fang, F., Yin, L., & Zhang, C. (2013). Construction and empirical analysis of City tourism
comprehensive competitiveness assessment model. Areal Research and Development,
32(1), 92–97.

Feng, S., & Sha, R. (2007). Evaluation model of countryside tourism's rural feature: A case
study of Wuyuan in Jiangxi Province. Geographical Research, 26(3), 616–624.

Gössling, S., & Lane, B. (2015). Rural tourism and the development of internet-based
accommodation booking platforms: A study in the advantages, dangers and im-
plications of innovation. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 23(8–9), 1386–1403.

Gu, H. (2012). Study on the development of rural tourism and construction of rural re-
sident interest-sharing mechanism. Tourism Tribune, 27(1), 26–30.

Guo, H., & Han, F. (2010). Review on the development of rural tourism in China. Progress
in Geography, 29(12), 1597–1605.

Hafezparast, M., Araghinejad, S., & Filatova, T. (2015). Comparing the subjective and the
objective criteria weighting in agricultural water resources management. Hydrology,
3(4), 38–46.

Halfacree, K. H. (1995). Talking about rurality: Social representations of the rural as
expressed by residents of six English parishes. Journal of Rural Studies, 11(1), 1–20.

Han, C. (2017). The Ministry of Agriculture actively promotes the development of leisure
agriculture and rural tourism. Farmers' daily. Retrieved from http://www.ce.cn/
culture/gd/201707/31/t20170731_24616666.shtml.

Harrington, V., & O'Donoghue, D. (1998). Rurality in England and Wales 1991: A re-
plication and extension of the 1981 rurality index. Sociologia Ruralis, 38, 178–203.

He, J. (2011). Thoughts on tourism development in the context of urban-rural integration.
Tourism Tribune, 11, 7–8.

Higgs, G. (1999). Investigating trends in rural health outcomes: A research agenda.
Geoforum, 30(3), 203–221.

Higgs, G., & White, S. (2000). Alternative to census-based indicators of social dis-
advantage in rural communities. Progress in Planning, 53(1), 1–81.

Horton, J. (2008). Producing Postman Pat: The popular cultural construction of idyllic
rurality. Journal of Rural Studies, 24, 389–398.

Hu, X., & Bao, J. (2016). Evolution of rural tourism landscape character network: The
case of Jiangxiang village. Geographical Research, 35(8), 1561–1575.

Huang, W., Beeco, J. A., Hallo, J. C., & Norman, W. C. (2016). Bundling attractions for
rural tourism development. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 24(10), 1387–1402.

Idziak, W., Majewski, J., & Zmyślony, P. (2015). Community participation in sustainable
rural tourism experience creation: A long-term appraisal and lessons from a thematic
villages project in Poland. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 23(8), 1341–1362.

Ilbery, B., & Saxena, G. (2011). Integrated rural tourism in the English-Welsh cross-border
region: An analysis of strategic, administrative and personal challenges. Regional
Studies, 45(8), 1139–1155.

Kim,S., & Jamal, T. (2015).The co-evolution of rural tourism and sustainable rural de-
velopment in Hongdong, Korea: Complexity, conflict and local response. Journal of
Sustainable Tourism, 23(8–9),1363–1385.

Jepson, D., & Sharpley, R. (2015). More than sense of place? Exploring the emotional
dimension of rural tourism experiences. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 23(8–9),
1157–1178.

Kassioumis, K., Papageorgiou, K., Christodoulou, A., Blioumis, V., Stamou, N., &
Karameris, A. (2004). Rural development by afforestation in predominantly agri-
cultural areas: Issues and challenges from two areas in Greece. Forest Policy and
Economics, 6, 483–496.

Lane, B. (1994). What is rural tourism? Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 2(1–2), 7–21.
Lao, H., & Lv, Z. (2018). Opening ceremony of rural tourism festival in Jiangsu 2018.

Yangtze Daily, A2. Retrieved from http://epaper.yzwb.net/html_t/2018-04/29/
content_471148.htm.

Lenao, M., & Saarinen, J. (2015). Integrated rural tourism as a tool for community
tourism development: Exploring culture and heritage projects in the North-East
District of Botswana. South African Geographical Journal, 97(2), 203–216.

Li, H. (2002). Study on the regional disparities of rural development in China. Geography
and Territorial Research, 18(4), 71–75.

Li, H., & Zhang, X. (2015). A review and trend on rurality. Human Geography, 30(1),
16–20,142.

Li, L., Long, H., & Li, Y. (2015). Spatio-temporal pattern of China's rural development: A
rurality index perspective. Journal of Rural Studies, 38, 12–26.

Li, Y., Long, H., & Liu, Y. (2015). Spatio-temporal pattern of China's rural development: A

rurality index perspective. Journal of Rural Studies, 38, 12–26.
Lin, G., Xie, X., & Lv, Z. (2016). Taobao practices, everyday life and emerging hybrid

rurality in contemporary China. Journal of Rural Studies, 47, 514–523.
Liu, P., & Yu, H. (2012). Study on the AHP model of rurality inheritance in the ancient

village of tourism development:A case study of Chuandixia Village, Mentougou
District, Beijing. Scientia Geographica Sinica, 32(11), 1304–1310.

Long, H., & Tu, S. (2017). Rural restructuring: Theory, approach and research prospect.
Acta Geographica Sinica, 4, 563–576.

López-i-Gelats, F., Tàbara, J. D., & Bartolomé, J. (2009). The rural in dispute: Discourses
of rurality in the Pyrenees. Geoforum, 40, 602–612.

Madu, I. A. (2010). The structure and pattern of rurality in Nigeria. Geo Journal, 75(2),
175–184.

Mármol, C., & Vaccaro, I. (2015). Changing ruralities: Between abandonment and re-
definition in the Catalan Pyrenees. Anthropological Forum, 25(1), 21–41.

Marzo-Navarro, M., Pedraja-Iglesia, M., & Vinzon, L. (2015). Sustainability indicators of
rural tourism from the perspective of the residents. Tourism Geographies, 17(4),
582–602.

Meijering, L., Hoven, B., & Huigen, P. (2007). Constructing ruralities: The case of the
Hobbitstee, Netherlands. Journal of Rural Studies, 23, 357–366.

Ministry of Agriculture of the People's Republic of China (2010). Gazette of The Ministry
of Agriculture of the People's Republic of China. Retrieved from http://jiuban.moa.
gov.cn/zwllm/tzgg/gb/nybgg/201011/P020101103537409805319.pdf.

Mottiar, Z. (2016). The importance of local area as a motivation for cooperation among
rural tourism entrepreneurs. Tourism Planning & Development, 13(2), 203–218.

Nicholls, S., & Amelung, B. (2015). Implications of climate change for rural tourism in the
Nordic region. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, 15(1–2), 48–72.

Ocana-Riola, R., & Sanchez-Cantalejo, C. (2005). Rurality index for small areas in Spain.
Social Indicators Research, 73, 247–266.

Oh, J. Y. J., & Schuett, M. A. (2010). Exploring expenditure-based segmentation for rural
tourism: Overnight stay visitors versus excursionists to fee-fishing sites. Journal of
Travel & Tourism Marketing, 27, 31–50.

Peng, B., Liu, Z., Zhang, B., & Chen, X. (2018). Idyll or nightmare: What does rurality
mean for farmers in a Chinese village undergoing commercialization? Inter-Asia
Cultural Studies, 19(2), 234–251.

Peng, L., Liu, S., & Sun, L. (2016). Spatial-temporal changes of rurality driven by urba-
nization and industrialization: A case study of the Three Gorges Reservoir Area in
Chongqing, China. Habitat International, 51, 124–132.

Phillips, M. (2014). Baroque rurality in an English village. Journal of Rural Studies, 33,
56–70.

Phillips, M., Fish, R., & Agg, J. (2001). Putting together ruralities: Towards a symbolic
analysis of rurality in the British mass media. Journal of Rural Studies, 17, 1–27.

Pritchard, A., & Morgan, N. J. (2001). Culture, identity and tourism representation:
Marketing Cymruor Wales? Tourism Management, 22(2), 167–179.

Romeiro, P., & Costa, C. (2010). The potential of management networks in the innovation
and competitiveness of rural tourism: A case study on the Valle del Jerte (Spain).
Current Issues in Tourism, 13(1), 75–91.

Rosselló, J., & Sansó, A. (2017). Yearly, monthly and weekly seasonality of tourism de-
mand: A decomposition analysis. Tourism Management, 60, 370–389.

Saarinen, J., & Lenao, M. (2014). Integrated tourism to rural development and planning
in the developing world. Development Southern Africa, 31(3), 363–372.

Saugeres, L. (2002). The cultural representation of the farming landscape: Masculinity,
power and nature. Journal of Rural Studies, 18(4), 373–384.

Shao, Z., Chen, J., Su, Q., & Wu, Q. (2015). Differentiation and influencing factors of
rurality in Jiangsu Province. Resources and Environment in the Yangtze Basin, 24(2),
185–193.

Sharpley, R., & Roberts, L. (2004). Rural tourism-10 years on. International Journal of
Tourism Research, 6(3), 119–124.

Shen, S., Guo, J., & Wu, Y. (2014). Investigating the structural relationships among au-
thenticity, loyalty, involvement, and attitude toward world cultural heritage sites: An
empirical study of Nanjing Xiaoling Tomb, China. Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism
Research, (1), 103–121.

Sherval, M. (2009). Native Alaskan engagement with social constructions of rurality.
Journal of Rural Studies, 25, 425–443.

Smith, B. J., & Parvin, D. W. (1973). Defining and measuring rurality. Southern Journal of
Agricultural Economics, 5(1), 109–113.

Smith, D. P., & Phillips, D. A. (2001). Socio-cultural representations of greentrified
Pennine rurality. Journal of Rural Studies, 17(4), 457–469.

Su, B. (2011). Rural tourism in China. Tourism Management, 32, 1438–1441.
Su, L., & Wang, L. (2007). On the characteristics of rural tourism market in the periphery

of cities: A case study of Changsha. Tourism Tribune, 22(2), 67–71.
Tang, Z. (2015). An integrated approach to evaluating the coupling coordination between

tourism and the environment. Tourism Management, 46, 11–29.
The State Council of PRC (2017). Retrieved from http://www.moa.gov.cn/ztzl/

yhwj2017/zywj/201702/t20170206_5468567.htm.
Tolstad, H. K. (2014). Development of rural-tourism experiences through networking: An

example from Gudbrandsdalen, Norway. Norsk Geografisk Tidsskrift–Norwegian
Journal of Geography, 68(2), 111–120.

Whitaker, R. (2007). Criticisms of the analytic hierarchy process: Why they often make no
sense. Mathematical and Computer Modelling, 46(7–8), 948–961.

Wood, M. (1997). Discourses of power and rurality: Local politics in Somerset in the 20th
century. Political Geography, 16(6), 453–478.

Woods, M. (1998). Advocating rurality? The repositioning of rural local government.
Journal of Rural Studies, 14(1), 13–26.

Woods, M. (2011). Rural. London and NewYork: Routledge.
Wright, W., & Annes, A. (2014). Farm women and agritourism: Representing a new

rurality. Sociologia Ruralis, 54(4), 477–499.

S. Shen, et al. Tourism Management Perspectives 30 (2019) 98–106

105

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0030
https://mp.weixin.qq.com/s?__biz=MzA4ODM4OTgxOA==&mid=2650803275&idx=3&sn=d3321ee600cdd8f2425485872c7ca752&chksm=8bde4d9ebca9c4883b0eefdf63ca8effe496eb540f20c0495d5c4a611d493856a2ec39b1920f&mpshare=1&scene=1&srcid=1026TnODtzIJhGb59uJP6FCT&pass_ticket=92pGxO1Hi347WemRFA%2FaPfrLU9Ja5K%2F0m5jBRWkbAvxSVd7i4wNB5WLZ0ifP%2B1dx#rd
https://mp.weixin.qq.com/s?__biz=MzA4ODM4OTgxOA==&mid=2650803275&idx=3&sn=d3321ee600cdd8f2425485872c7ca752&chksm=8bde4d9ebca9c4883b0eefdf63ca8effe496eb540f20c0495d5c4a611d493856a2ec39b1920f&mpshare=1&scene=1&srcid=1026TnODtzIJhGb59uJP6FCT&pass_ticket=92pGxO1Hi347WemRFA%2FaPfrLU9Ja5K%2F0m5jBRWkbAvxSVd7i4wNB5WLZ0ifP%2B1dx#rd
https://mp.weixin.qq.com/s?__biz=MzA4ODM4OTgxOA==&mid=2650803275&idx=3&sn=d3321ee600cdd8f2425485872c7ca752&chksm=8bde4d9ebca9c4883b0eefdf63ca8effe496eb540f20c0495d5c4a611d493856a2ec39b1920f&mpshare=1&scene=1&srcid=1026TnODtzIJhGb59uJP6FCT&pass_ticket=92pGxO1Hi347WemRFA%2FaPfrLU9Ja5K%2F0m5jBRWkbAvxSVd7i4wNB5WLZ0ifP%2B1dx#rd
https://mp.weixin.qq.com/s?__biz=MzA4ODM4OTgxOA==&mid=2650803275&idx=3&sn=d3321ee600cdd8f2425485872c7ca752&chksm=8bde4d9ebca9c4883b0eefdf63ca8effe496eb540f20c0495d5c4a611d493856a2ec39b1920f&mpshare=1&scene=1&srcid=1026TnODtzIJhGb59uJP6FCT&pass_ticket=92pGxO1Hi347WemRFA%2FaPfrLU9Ja5K%2F0m5jBRWkbAvxSVd7i4wNB5WLZ0ifP%2B1dx#rd
https://mp.weixin.qq.com/s?__biz=MzA4ODM4OTgxOA==&mid=2650803275&idx=3&sn=d3321ee600cdd8f2425485872c7ca752&chksm=8bde4d9ebca9c4883b0eefdf63ca8effe496eb540f20c0495d5c4a611d493856a2ec39b1920f&mpshare=1&scene=1&srcid=1026TnODtzIJhGb59uJP6FCT&pass_ticket=92pGxO1Hi347WemRFA%2FaPfrLU9Ja5K%2F0m5jBRWkbAvxSVd7i4wNB5WLZ0ifP%2B1dx#rd
https://mp.weixin.qq.com/s?__biz=MzA4ODM4OTgxOA==&mid=2650803275&idx=3&sn=d3321ee600cdd8f2425485872c7ca752&chksm=8bde4d9ebca9c4883b0eefdf63ca8effe496eb540f20c0495d5c4a611d493856a2ec39b1920f&mpshare=1&scene=1&srcid=1026TnODtzIJhGb59uJP6FCT&pass_ticket=92pGxO1Hi347WemRFA%2FaPfrLU9Ja5K%2F0m5jBRWkbAvxSVd7i4wNB5WLZ0ifP%2B1dx#rd
https://mp.weixin.qq.com/s?__biz=MzA4ODM4OTgxOA==&mid=2650803275&idx=3&sn=d3321ee600cdd8f2425485872c7ca752&chksm=8bde4d9ebca9c4883b0eefdf63ca8effe496eb540f20c0495d5c4a611d493856a2ec39b1920f&mpshare=1&scene=1&srcid=1026TnODtzIJhGb59uJP6FCT&pass_ticket=92pGxO1Hi347WemRFA%2FaPfrLU9Ja5K%2F0m5jBRWkbAvxSVd7i4wNB5WLZ0ifP%2B1dx#rd
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0045
http://www.gov.cn/zhengce/2018-02/04/content_5263807.htm
http://www.gov.cn/zhengce/2018-02/04/content_5263807.htm
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0095
http://www.ce.cn/culture/gd/201707/31/t20170731_24616666.shtml
http://www.ce.cn/culture/gd/201707/31/t20170731_24616666.shtml
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0160
http://epaper.yzwb.net/html_t/2018-04/29/content_471148.htm
http://epaper.yzwb.net/html_t/2018-04/29/content_471148.htm
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0230
http://jiuban.moa.gov.cn/zwllm/tzgg/gb/nybgg/201011/P020101103537409805319.pdf
http://jiuban.moa.gov.cn/zwllm/tzgg/gb/nybgg/201011/P020101103537409805319.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0345
http://www.moa.gov.cn/ztzl/yhwj2017/zywj/201702/t20170206_5468567.htm
http://www.moa.gov.cn/ztzl/yhwj2017/zywj/201702/t20170206_5468567.htm
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0380


Wu, Q. (2014). Rural tourism with postmodernism perspective. Tourism Tribune,
29(8), 7–9.

Yilmaz, B., & Harmancioglu, N. B. (2010). An indicator based assessment for water re-
sources management in Gediz River Basin, Turkey. Journal of Water Resources
Management, 24(15), 4359–4379.

Ying, T., Jiang, J., & Zhou, Y. (2015). Networks, citizenship behaviours and destination
effectiveness: A comparative study of two Chinese rural tourism destinations. Journal
of Sustainable Tourism, 23(8–9), 1318–1340.

Zhang, H., Gu, C., Gu, L., & Zhang, Y. (2011). The evaluation of tourism destination
competitiveness by TOPSIS & information entropy: A case in the Yangtze River Delta
of China. Tourism Management, 32, 443–451.

Zhang, R., Zhang, X., & Li, C. (2013). Evolvement and mechanism of spatial pattern of
rurality in Jiangsu Province on county scale. Human Geography, 28(2), 91–97.

Zhao, J., Ji, G., Tian, Y., Chen, Y., & Wang, Z. (2018). Environmental vulnerability as-
sessment for mainland China based on entropy method. Ecological Indicators, 91,
410–422.

Zheng, J. (2014). Tourism products in postmodern time. Tourism Tribune, 29(8), 5–7.
Zhou, L. (2014). Online rural destination images: Tourism and rurality. Journal of

Destination Marketing & Management, 3, 227–240.
Zhou, L., & Huang, Z. (2004). Sustainable development of rural tourism in China:

Challenges and policies. Economic Geography, 24(4), 572–576.
Zhu, B., & Zhang, X. (2015). Temporal and spatial analysis of county differences of rur-

ality in Jiangsu Province. Resources and Environment in the Yangtze Basin, 24(4),
539–547.

Suyan Shen, graduated from Geography Department of
Cologne University, is a professor in Tourism Management
Department of Nanjing Forestry University. The research
interest includes rural tourism, ecotourism and heritage
tourism.

Hao Wang, the President of Nanjing Forestry University, is
a professor in College of Landscape Architecture of Nanjing
Forestry University. The research interest includes rural
landscape planning, and landscape and architecture plan-
ning and design.

Qianhong Quan is a postgraduate student in Faculty of
Humanities & Social Sciences of Nanjing Forestry
University.

Jian Xu is a lecturer at Nanjing College of Information
Technology. The research interest includes data mining and
analysis.

S. Shen, et al. Tourism Management Perspectives 30 (2019) 98–106

106

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(19)30017-0/rf0430

	Rurality and rural tourism development in China
	Introduction
	Rurality and rural tourism
	Rurality
	Rural tourism
	The relationship between rurality and rural tourism

	Methodology
	Measurement of rurality
	Data collection
	Data analysis method

	Findings and discussions
	Economy and location as the most important factors for measuring rurality
	The unique spatial feature of rurality
	The paradox of rurality and rural tourism

	Conclusions
	Funding
	Acknowledgements
	References




