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Table 1 Indicator system and index weights for evaluation of tourism response of traditional villages in Yellow River basin
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: B = ( le) mn ( 8)
’ . T
W= W, W, oW,
Cy=w,*b, i=12 - mj=12-n (9)
e W, 1 j o
o c’, c’ i c; c’ i
c? Y =(maxY; maxY, - maxY,) (10)
YT =( minYilminYiz“'minYi‘i) (11)
Y”® Y~ ; i j o
st =2 (e -Y)T =12 e m (12)
i=
sT=2(e,mY) =12 m (13)
i=
fcy i j RN j
0
& S;
fi =5 i=12 - m (14)
s; +5
-, i o
(4) . ( Geographical Detector)
24
( Factor Detector) 14
() (p) g 01 1
24 0 )
1 & 2
q=1-—53n0; (15)


Administrator
Highlight



204 « 35
iq Tk n o)
2
(o) 1 °
2.1
2.1.1
TOPSIS 51 ) () ( 2)
. fi>0.4 )6
51 () 11.8%; 11 <0.2 ( )21 51 () 41.2%.
( 3) ( )15 29.4%
2/3
2
Table 2 Tourism response of traditional villages in various cities in the Yellow River basin
S s W Y s %
1 0.1732 0.2334 0.574 27 0.2793 0.0652 0.1892
2 0.1918 0.2086 0.5209 28 0.2764 0.0561 0.1688
3 0.2202 0.1961 0.471 29 0.2815 0.0558 0.1654
4 0.1832 0.1524 0.4542 30 0.2801 0.0551 0.1643
5 0.2073 0.1441 0.4101 31 0.2788 0.0546 0.1639
6 0.218 0.1448 0.3991 32 0.2881 0.0552 0.1608
7 0.2308 0.1144 0.3314 33 0.2846 0.0494 0.1478
8 0.2333 0.1136 0.3274 34 0.286 0.0482 0.1442
9 0.2407 0.1041 0.3019 35 0.3015 0.0492 0.1403
10 0.2468 0.0991 0.2865 36 0.3043 0.0486 0.1376
11 0.2449 0.0983 0.2865 37 0.2967 0.0456 0.1331
12 0.2419 0.0958 0.2837 38 0.2923 0.0436 0.1298
13 0.2462 0.0932 0.2746 39 0.2918 0.0434 0.1296
14 0.2633 0.0945 0.2641 40 0.2961 0.044 0.1294
15 0.2563 0.0915 0.2631 41 0.2898 0.0399 0.1209
16 0.2576  0.081 0.2393 42 0.2947 0.04 0.1196
17 0.2658 0.0779 0.2266 43 0.3058 0.0375 0.1093
18 0.2642 0.0747 0.2203 44 0.298 0.0363 0.1087
19 0.2645 0.0726 0.2153 45 0.3015 0.036 0.1067
20 0.2809 0.0756 0.2121 46 0.2954 0.0352 0.1065
21 0.269 0.0721 0.2114 47 0.303 0.0361 0.1065
22 0.2682 0.0679 0.2019 48 0.3055 0.0359 0.105
23 0.2651 0.0667 0.2011 49 0.3047 0.0314 0.0934
24 0.2683 0.067 0.1999 50 0.3078 0.0174 0.0535
25 0.2713 0.0669 0.1978 51 0.3128 0.0131 0.0401
26 0.2806 0.0667 0.1921
2.1.2 ()
() . 0.3014
0.1047 )
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Tourism responsiveness of traditional villages in the Yellow River basin

SHAO Xiuying' LIU Yaling WANG Xiangdong' ZHAI Zehua® LI Zhaoyang’

(1. School of City and Tourism Taiyuan Normal University Jinzhong 030619; 2. School of Geographical Sciences Taiyuan Normal University
Jinzhong 030619  China)

Abstract: Taking Chinese traditional villages as the research object the spatial distribution characteristics of
traditional villages in the Yellow River basin were analyzed. Focusing on the tourism sensitivity of traditional
villages in a specific region and the support of regional social economy 14 indicators were selected from four
spects: village factor endowment heritage resource combination regional economy and regional tourism develop—
ment support to establish a tourism responsiveness evaluation system for traditional villages in the Yellow River
basin. The entropy method was used to assign the index weight and Topsis was used to calculate the tourism
responsivity of traditional villages in various provinces and cities in the Yellow River basin which reveals the
spatial differentiation law and influencing factors of settlement heritage tourism response degree in the Yellow
River basin and provides a basic research for the protection of traditional villages and the development of rural
revitalization in the Yellow River basin. Research indicates: 1) The spatial differentiation of tourism response of
traditional villages in the Yellow River basin is obvious which is manifested as the differentiation rule of
downstream > middle > upstream at the watershed scale. Inter — provincial tourism responses are uneven with the
highest in Shanxi province and the lowest in Qinghai province. The traditional villages in the river basin are rich
in tourism resources but their tourism responsivity in the all river basin is not high the cities with higher
response degrees ( above grade two) only account for 29.4% of the whole river basin. 2) The detection of factors
influencing tourism responsivity of traditional villages shows: that the coupling of spatial differentiation between
the natural endowment and spatial characteristics of settlement heritage and the spatial differentiation of tourism
responsivity is not strong. Regional tourism development and economic environment have obvious impact on the
spatial differentiation of tourism responsivity of traditional villages in the basin. Tourism development level and
tertiary industry are the main factors influencing the tourism of traditional villages in the basin.

Key words: tourism responsivity; spatial differentiation; traditional village; the Yellow River Basin



