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Abstract: Among the many methods of revitalizing intangible cultural heritage (ICH), tourism
undoubtedly has the largest social and economic benefits. Taijiquan, also known as Tai Chi, was
included in the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity in December
2020. It provides the local destination with a unique selling point for strengthening local tourism
competitiveness. The research on the relationship between the heritage proximity and residents’
perceived impacts to ICH tourism is not sufficient within the tourism literature, whereas they
have recently attracted numerous interests worldwide. In response, this study aims to examine
the relationships among residents’ heritage proximity, perceived impacts of ICH tourism, attitude
and support. Structural equation modelling has been performed and a total of 262 residents were
investigated in Wen County, China. Results indicates that residents’ heritage proximity has positive
influence on perceived positive impacts, while has no influence on perceived negative impacts.
Residents’ heritage proximity and perceived impacts significantly influence their attitude, so that
to influence residents’ support for tourism development. This study makes a significant theoretical
contribution to the ICH tourism literature. Furthermore, this study has a number of practical
implications for the local departments of tourism and ICH.

Keywords: heritage proximity; perceived impacts; attitude; community support; heritage tourism

1. Introduction

Intangible cultural heritage (ICH), as a combination of human civilization and wis-
dom [1], contains the spiritual value, imagination, and cultural consciousness of a desti-
nation [2], and plays an important role in the country, society, community and residents’
life [3,4]. ICH is created, carried and transmitted by community [5]. While, the ICH giving
each community its sense of identity and continuity [6]. In fact, among the many methods
of revitalizing ICH, heritage tourism undoubtedly has the largest social and economic
benefits [7]. ICH provides a destination with a unique selling point for strengthening local
cultural heritage tourism competitiveness and creating positive socio-economic impacts
for the community [8,9].

However, the prominent commercial nature of tourism products is mutually exclusive
with the cultural core of the ICH, which will lead to a series of academic questions including
heritage tourism contradicts the goals of preservation and conservation of heritage [10],
how to balance the relationship between the tourism industry and heritage destination
residents [9], and preventing ICH to be easily commodified into a tourism product that
satisfies tourists [11]. To a varying extent, the tourism industry may put pressure on ICH
due to the complex relationship between tourism developers and local residents. The de-
velopment of sustainable tourism in ICH sites not only depends on the quality of resources
and the market size, but also on the understanding and support of the community [12].
The destination residents’ voice should be heard because they would not allow tourism
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development making threats to the local cultural heritage [13]. In other words, if mutual
ground between the related stakeholders can be found, the local community’s resources
can be preserved and heritage tourism can be sustainable [14].

Community plays a vital role in the sustainable development of heritage tourism.
From the perspective of the social exchange theory (SET), community’s attitudes and
support for the tourism industry is based on their evaluation of the benefits and costs of
tourism development [15,16]. Residents’ perceived impacts of tourism development can
affect their attitudes and support. Specifically, when residents believe that tourism benefits
are higher than the negative impacts, they may support tourism development [17]. Mean-
while, residents with different heritage proximity have different perceived impacts [18].
However, there is little research on heritage proximity in tourism field and exploring ICH
as a sustainable tourism resource.

Taijiquan (Tai Chi), the famous traditional Chinese martial art, has been included
in the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity in December
2020 [19]. In China, the popularity of Taijiquan is obvious. However, as the birthplace of
Taijiquan, Wen County is not yet widely known, except to martial arts enthusiasts. Even so,
more than three million tourists and over 5000 martial arts enthusiasts visit the area every
year to study and travel. With Taijiquan becoming a world intangible cultural heritage, Wen
County’s popularity has expanded and its tourism industry has huge potential. Therefore,
the sustainable development of intangible cultural heritage tourism in Wen County should
be taken into account. As one of the stakeholders, the role of residents in intangible
cultural heritage tourism cannot be ignored. Therefore, with a sample of residents in the
Taijiquan heritage site, the present study aimed to: (1) examine the relationships among
residents’ heritage proximity, perceived impacts, attitude and community support, and (2)
test the influence of perceived impacts and attitude as mediators. From the perspective of
academia, this study would enrich the literature of heritage proximity in tourism field by
making a new theoretical model of heritage proximity and residents’ support. As far as
practical implications are concerned, by utilizing the findings of this study, managers can
effectively influence residents’ perception to create a positive level of attitude and support
by maximizing their proximity to the ICH.

2. Literature Review

The revival of cultural heritage has not only enhanced national confidence, but also
promote the sustainable development of cultural heritage. The close relationship between
intangible cultural heritage and tourism has been attracted increasing interests since the
beginning of the 21st century [20]. Chinese scholars believed that the positive development
of intangible cultural heritage tourism can bring market demand and economic value to
the destination, promote its integration into modern social life, and is an important means
for heritage protection and utilization [21,22]. Su [23] stated that heritage tourism must
first break the opposition between protection and development, and establish a compre-
hensive way to development heritage tourism. Lin and Lian [24] proposed a heritage
tourism development evaluation system from three aspects: tourism resource, experience,
and tourism development conditions. However, the development of intangible cultural
heritage tourism lacks the exploration of cultural connotations [21,22]. In the absence of
scientific management and effect feedback mechanisms, as a result, intangible cultural
heritage tourism is easy to face the market (e.g., the “only commercialization” of handicraft
intangible cultural heritage, and the “only staged” performance of intangible cultural
heritage) [25]. Furthermore, Lan et al. [26] believes that the essence of “protection” is to
emphasize and strengthen the inherent life value of heritage, and enhance its “sustainable
development” ability. On the basis of reflecting the authenticity of culture, managers
should promote the transformation of traditional culture into modern life, and strengthen
the “symbiotic” relationship between intangible cultural heritage and residents’ lives [27].
Heritage tourism should consequently seek a balance between development and protection
to realize the effective utilization and inheritance of intangible cultural heritage resources.
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Understanding the residents’ perception of the local heritage has the importance on
obtaining their support for tourism development [28]. Heritage proximity helps residents’
achieve an effective empowerment and foster their sense of belonging to the local com-
munity [29,30]. In tourism development, special cultural heritage can affect the image of
the destination, and the importance of heritage proximity to enhance the happiness of
local residents also exists [31]. Heritage tourist destinations will attract many tourists who
are interested in local cultural heritage, which increases local income [32,33], provides a
platform for the exchange of social and cultural values between residents and tourists [34],
and protects local culture heritage [35]. On the other side of the coin, tourism development
will also bring a series of negative impacts on the destination, such as traffic congestion,
noise and light pollution [33]. The spatial resources of the destination will be squeezed due
to the increase in the number of tourists, which may cause conflicts between tourists and
residents and decrease the quality of life of residents [34].

Interestingly, in previous studies, “proximity” was usually divided into two meanings.
One is the concept of “spatial proximity” originally used in geographical and spatial
research [36,37], and is regarded as the distance between the place where the residents live
and attractions in tourism research [38]. Previous studies have shown that spatial proximity
has a significant effect on the residents’ perception of tourism impact and their attitude
toward tourism [39]. For example, Belisle and Hoy [40] suggested that as distance from
the tourist zone increases, the impact of tourism is perceived less favorably [41]. In other
words, the closer the residents are to the attractions, the stronger their perception of the
impact of tourism. In addition, some scholars point out that the closer the residents are to
the attractions the stronger their perception of the negative impact of tourism [42]. Another
concept is “organized proximity” proposed by Torre and Rallet [36], not geographical, but
relational. It refers to belongingness or personal identification with —belonging to—a
particular entity such as neighborhood, organization, and other units including heritage
objects as facilitated by culture, rules, norms, or routines. Uriely et al. [43] introduced the
concept of “heritage proximity” in the field of heritage research, based on the perceptual
notion of proximity from geography, and defined it as the perceptual distance between
residents and heritage promotion in a particular location. According to the identity and
material culture theoretical frameworks, Lwoga [44] pointed out that heritage perceptual
proximity as the notion of identity, means the result of individual and collective (society),
and cultural materials/objects interactions, in individual’s interpretation of the self. In
this study, the concept of “heritage proximity” is used to measure the self’s interpretation
of the perceptual distance between the residents of a specific location and the intangible
cultural heritage.

Attitude toward tourism is defined as a psychological tendency that the local residents
have by evaluating the impacts (benefits/advantages and costs/disadvantages) of tourism
development with some degree of favor [44]. With more and more attention paid to the
role of residents in tourism, residents’ attitudes have been studied in the context of urban
tourism [45,46], rural tourism [47,48], eco-tourism [49], heritage tourism [50,51] and so
on. As an important determinant of residents’ attitude towards tourism development,
the “heritage proximity” was investigated only under the unique conditions of religious
heritage in the Middle East and Kale ruins site in Tanzania [18,43]. By relying on the case
study of Nazar, Uriely, Israeli and Reichel [43] believed that “heritage proximity” could
be considered as one of the factors that determine resident attitudes toward such site
development, and suggested that identification with what is promoted could generate
positive attitudes toward tourism development. Lwoga [18] proposed that perceptual
heritage proximity has significant impact on residents’ attitudes to positive and negative
impacts of tourism, which in turn influence residents’ support for tourism. Further, he
explored the moderating effect of residents’ spatial proximity to heritage on the relationship
between their perceptual proximity to heritage and tourism attitudes [44]. The results
indicated that heritage proximity has direct impacts on residents’ perception of positive
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and negative impacts, and relates positively and significantly to attitude. Therefore, the
following hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). The heritage proximity has a positive effect on perceived positive impacts.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). The heritage proximity has a negative effect on perceived negative impacts.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). The heritage proximity has a positive effect on attitude.

Most of the studies on attitude used social exchange theory (SET) as the theoretical
basis to explain the antecedents and consequences of residents’ attitudes [52]. The core
point of SET is that a basic form of human interaction is the exchange of social and material
resources, and people always hope to maximize the value of the exchange results [53,54].
In the context of tourism, SET usually contains three elements: benefits, cost, and exchange
process. In some studies, “economic”, “social-cultural” and “environmental” are taken as
the three dimensions of benefits and costs [55–57]. For example, Özel and Kozak [58] iden-
tified three main influencing dimensions through the analysis of the interview content of
Cappadocia residents. The result shows that the economic impact is more obvious because
the respondents pay more attention to the economic impact. This finding agrees with those
of Abdollahzadeh and Sharifzadeh [59] and Jani [60]. In addition, more scholars choose
perceived “positive impact” (e.g., investment opportunities, infrastructure improvement,
promotion of cultural identity, etc.) and “negative impact”(e.g., traffic congestion, noise,
the rising cost of land, social security problems and so on) to represent benefits and costs
respectively [51,61–63]. The relationships between residents’ attitudes concerning positive
and negative impacts of tourism and support for tourism development were analyzed in
different tourism contexts. If residents believe that the value or significance of tourism
development is positive for the community, they will have a positive emotional connection
with the local tourism development [64,65]. For example, the research result of Ribeiro,
Pinto, Silva and Woosnam [62] shows a direct positive relationship between positive impact
and pro-tourism behavior and a direct negative relationship between negative impact and
pro-tourism behavior. Tourism development might lead to changes in residents’ attitudes,
their lifestyles, social networks, and living environment [66]. Community residents’ views
and attitudes towards tourism development play a vital role on the successful development,
marketing and operation of present and future tourism projects [51]. When the perceived
benefit of residents is greater than the cost, it may lead to their positive attitude towards
tourism development, otherwise on the contrary [67]. Such surveys are conducive to
setting up programs to minimize friction between tourists and residents, and to formulate
plans to gain resident support of tourist development. Therefore, the following hypotheses
are proposed:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). The perceived positive impacts has a positive effect on attitude.

Hypothesis 5 (H5). The perceived negative impacts has a negative effect on attitude.

Hypothesis 6 (H6). The perceived positive impacts has a positive effect on community support.

Hypothesis 7 (H7). The perceived negative impacts has a negative effect on community support.

Hypothesis 8 (H8). The attitude has a positive effect on community support.

Based on the above discussion and SET, our proposed framework (Figure 1) considers
that residents’ attitude and support for the development ICH tourism is affected by their
heritage proximity and evaluation of perceived tourism impacts. The heritage proximity of
resident directly influences their perceived tourism impacts.
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Figure 1. Results of the Structural Model.

3. Method
3.1. Study Location

Wen County, located in Henan Province, China, and with 468,000 residents, is the
birthplace of Taijiquan. In recent years, Wen County has devoted itself to the promotion
of Taijiquan and its culture. Correspondingly, the activation of Taijiquan cultural heritage
provides a distinctive project subject and cultural carrier for the county’s tourism develop-
ment. Relying on the golden signboard of Taijiquan cultural heritage, the county continues
to implement the “Taijiquan+” strategy to build a global tourism development pattern
centered on Taijiquan culture. In Chenjiagou (a small village in Wen County), the origin of
Tai Chi, more than 80% of the residents practice Taijiquan. The number of tourists in the
village exceeds 3 million every year, and 5000 Taijiquan enthusiasts accept teachers to learn
skills every year [68].

3.2. Questionnaire Development

Valid and reliable measurement variables were derived from a thorough review of
the literature concerning the related constructs and topics. A self-reported questionnaire
was used to survey residents living in the birthplace of Taijiquan-Wen County, China. The
self-reported questionnaire consisted of four sections: Firstly, heritage proximity scale
including four items was adapted from studies of [18,44]. Secondly, items to measure
perceived impacts of tourism development were borrowed from the study of Lin et al. [69]
and Stylidis et al. [70]. It includes two dimensions: perceived positive impacts with four
items and perceived negative impacts with three items. Thirdly, attitude was assessed with
four items from Liang and Hui [71]. Finally, resident’s support was evaluated using three
items [69,70]. All items were measured by using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1
= “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”.

3.3. Sampling and Data Collection

A pilot study was conducted to ensure the quality of sampling process. Since the
indicators originated from English-speaking regions, the self-administered questionnaire
had to be translated into Chinese. An English lecturer at Henan University was invited to
translate the questionnaire, and two professors in the field of tourism in Henan University
were also invited to check whether the translation and terminology expressions of the
questionnaire were accurate. Then, on 5 May 2021, this study randomly asked 35 residents
of Wen County to fill in the self-administered questionnaires. Based on their feedback about
comprehension, expression clarity, and length, the questionnaire was revised again, and
Cronbach’s alphas of the constructs exceeded the minimum value of 0.70 [72], indicating
the reliability of the instrument was good.
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The target population of this study was residents who lived in Wen County, China.
Wen County has vigorously promoted Taijiquan and its culture in recent years. The revital-
ization of Taijiquan cultural heritage has provided a distinctive project subject and cultural
carrier for the local tourism development. Furthermore, one doctors majoring in leisure
service at Pai Chai University and two masters majoring in tourism management at Henan
University distributed questionnaires to residents of Wen County, All investigators have
relevant professional background. The target respondents had to be permanent residents
and above 18 years of age. To guarantee the randomness of samples, questionnaires were
collected both in main streets with large streams of people (one respondent per 10 people
and per household) to cover urban and suburban areas. Using random sampling, the
data were collected from 9 May 2021 to 15 May 2021. Finally, 357 questionnaires were
distributed and a total of 262 completed questionnaires were finally used for data analysis
after excluding invalid questionnaires (respondents who gave the same evaluation points to
all the indicators, questionnaires were completed hastily, or questionnaire existed missing
values). When using the structural equation modelling (SEM), a sample size of more than
200 is usually required, or each indicator should match at least 10 samples. As 262 (>200)
samples were collected and with 18 overall indicators (262 > 18 × 10 = 180), the retained
samples were sufficient for subsequent data analysis [73,74].

3.4. Data Analysis

Data were analyzed in several steps using Statistical Product and Service Solutions
(SPSS) version 23.0 and AMOS 23.0. The SPSS program was used to perform several
data screening procedures, conducted descriptive analyses to measure the means and
standard deviations of constructs, and gather demographic and employment information
of respondents. After measuring the reliability of each construct (internal consistency)
by Cronbach’s alpha analysis [75,76], both for evaluating common method variance is-
sues and for validating the measurement model, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
performed [77,78]. Then, structural equation modeling (SEM) was employed to test the
hypothesized relationships.

4. Results
4.1. Demographic Profile

This survey was investigated in a region known for ICH to ensure that residents there
could often access information about Taijiquan. Respondents’ demographic characteristics
are listed in Table 1. The sample was comprised of more female respondents (56.5%) than
male (43.5%). Individuals between 30 and 39 years old dominated the sample, account-
ing for 40.5%, followed by the ages between 50 and 59 (22.9%). Most respondents had
completed higher education, such as at college (37.8%) or university (31.3%). Among the
respondents, 92.4% reported living in the of Wen County, with the remainder residing in
Jiaozuo city (outside the Wen County) or other cities. The respondents’ income level was
rather low, with almost a half of the respondents earning a monthly income of ¥2001–4000.
Official from government (29.0%), business manager (17.2%) and retired or no job (16.8%)
were predominant occupations of the residents.

4.2. Measurement Model

First, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was initially conducted by using IBM AMOS
23.0 with a maximum likelihood estimation to measure items’ convergent validity, and
discriminant validity. The fit indices indicate that the external model fit was acceptable with
χ2(261) = 297.723 (p < 0.05), χ2/df = 2.382, CFI = 0.940, NNFI = 0.926, TLI = 0.926, RMSEA =
0.073, and SRMR = 0.054 [79–81]. Following the establishment of the measurement model,
reliability and validity of the resulting factors were assessed. As depicted on Table 2, factor
loadings are higher than 0.60 (ranging from 0.68 to 0.92) and significant at 0.001 level,
which confirmed the indicator validity.
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Table 1. Damagrapgic Characteristics of Respondents (n = 262).

Characteristics n % Characteristics n %

Gender Age
male 114 43.51 Younger than 20 4 1.53

female 148 56.49 20–29 43 16.41
Education 30–39 106 40.46

High school or below 63 24.05 40–49 38 14.5
College 99 37.79 50–59 60 22.9

University 82 31.3 60 years and older 11 4.2
Postgraduate 18 6.87 Income
Occupation Less than RMB 2000 45 17.18
Official from
government 76 29.01 RMB 2001–4000 121 46.19

Technician/academician 18 6.87 RMB 4001–6000 55 21
Business manager 45 17.18 RMB 6001–8000 14 5.34

Service and salesperson 5 1.91 More than RMB 8001 27 10.31
Worker 6 2.29 Location
Student 13 4.96 Wen County 242 92.37
Farmer 33 12.6 Jiaozuo (outside of Wen County) 7 2.67Retired or no job 44 16.79
Other 22 8.4 Outside of Jiaozuo 13 4.96

Table 2. The CFA of the measurement model. ICH: Intangible Cultural Heritage.

Factors/Items Factor Loading T-Value R2

Factor 1: Heritage proximity
Taijiquan means a lot to me. 0.794 N/A 0.633

I strongly agree with Taijiquan cultural heritage. 0.811 12.876 0.652
Taijiquan and its cultural heritage remind me of regional history. 0.713 11.381 0.512

I think Taijiquan and its cultural heritage are part of me. 0.708 11.293 0.502

Factor 2: Perceived positive impacts
The development of ICH tourism could have positive impacts by . . .

developing the regional economy and increasing employment opportunities. 0.834 N/A 0.695
improving the regional infrastructure and recreational facilities. 0.862 17.214 0.743

increasing active social, cultural and recreational activities. 0.917 18.845 0.84
inheriting and developing the ICH. 0.758 14.183 0.574

Factor 3: Perceived negative impacts
The development of ICH tourism could have negetive impacts by . . .

destroyIing the local natural ecology. 0.807 N/A 0.652
traffic congestion. 0.711 9.183 0.507

increasing the number of local crimes. 0.678 9.009 0.46

Factor 4: Attitude
The development of ICH tourism generally has more advantages than disadvantages. 0.792 N/A 0.623

The future of local area as a tourist attraction is bright and sustainable. 0.9 16.367 0.81
The development of ICH tourism should be the focus of the local government agenda. 0.79 13.938 0.624

Tourism development should be directly related to Taijiquan cultural heritage. 0.733 12.675 0.534

Factor 5: Residents’ Support
I think we should actively encourage the development of Taijiquan cultural heritage

tourism in local area. 0.854 N/A 0.723

I would give people a positive message about Taijiquan and its cultural heritage. 0.808 15.318 0.658
I would support the government’s tourism development policy. 0.829 15.89 0.684

Moreover, the composite reliability (CR) values ranged from 0.78 to 0.91 and the
average variance extracted (AVE) ranged from 0.54 to 0.72, above the recommended cut-off
value of 0.70 and 0.50, respectively [82] (as shown in Table 3). These findings suggest a
mutually valid and reliable measurement model. Furthermore, the square root of AVE of
all constructs exceeded the correlations between the constructs, providing evidence that
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all the constructs in the model were deemed to have a tenable discriminant validity [83].
Lastly, all constructs’ Cronbach Alpha (α) were greater than the recommended cut-off
criterion of 0.70, showing that all the latent factors have good measurement reliability [84].

Table 3. Results of Inter-Factor Correlations of Measurement Model.

HP PI NI ATT SUP

HP 1.00
PI 0.465 1.00
NI −0.139 −0.094 1.00

ATT 0.438 0.721 −0.277 1.00
SUP 0.456 0.681 −0.226 0.857 1.00
α 0.828 0.901 0.774 0.877 0.868

CR 0.848 0.909 0.778 0.88 0.87
AVE 0.599 0.718 0.542 0.65 0.691

4.3. Structural Model

Following the measurement model demonstrated overall good fit, the structural equa-
tion model (SEM) was examined with the bootstrapping maximum likelihood approach
to test and evaluate eight hypotheses. Results indicated that the SEM fit the data well
with χ2 = 300.052, df = 127; χ2/df = 2.363; p < 0.001; TLI = 0.927; CFI = 0.949; RMSEA
= 0.072; and SRMR = 0.055. The model explained a substantial 20%, 2%, 56% and 72%
of the variance in perceived positive impacts, perceived negative impacts, attitude and
community support, respectively. The proposed hypotheses were assessed and findings
are depicted in the Table 4, five of the eight proposed hypotheses were significant in the
expected direction, whereas H2, H5 and H7 were rejected.

Table 4. Hypothesis test.

Hypotheses Coefficients T-Values Results

H1 HP→PI 0.447 *** 6.17 Accepted
H2 HP→NI −0.129 −1.706 Rejected
H3 HP→ATT 0.148 ** 2.431 Accepted
H4 PI→ATT 0.625 *** 9.081 Accepted
H5 PI→SUP 0.139 1.916 Rejected
H6 NI→ATT −0.206 *** −3.624 Accepted
H7 NI→SUP 0.001 0.016 Rejected
H8 ATT→SUP 0.744 *** 8.493 Accepted

χ2 = 300.052 (df = 127, p < 0.001), RMSEA = 0.072, CFI = 0.939, TLI = 0.927, SRMR = 0.055
* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01. *** p < 0.001.

In the relationships between residents’ heritage proximity and their perceived impacts,
residents’ heritage proximity only directly and significantly influenced their perceived
positive impact, supporting H1 (β = 0.543, standardized errors estimated by bootstrap-
ping approach (S.E. boot) = 0.088, p < 0.001), whereas H2 was rejected (β = −0.278, S.E.
boot = 0.163, p > 0.05). In the relationship between residents’ heritage proximity and atti-
tude, residents’ heritage proximity directly, and significantly influenced attitude, providing
support for H3 (β = 0.135, S.E. boot = 0.056, p < 0.05). The relationships between per-
ceived impacts and attitude, supporting H4 (β = 0.471, S.E. boot = 0.052, p < 0.001), and
H6 (β = −0.087, S.E. boot = 0.024, p < 0.001) was rejected. The findings also rejected H5
(β = 0.099, S.E. boot = 0.052, p < 0.05) and H7 (β = 0.0, S.E. boot = 0.021, p > 0.05), confirm-
ing that perceived positive impacts and perceived negative impacts was not positively
and significantly related to community support for tourism development. Finally, the
relationships between residents’ attitude and their support were significant, supporting
H8 (β = 0.703, S.E. boot = 0.083, p < 0.001).
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5. Conclusions

For most heritage sites, tourism and heritage development go hand in hand, with
tourism development relying on local natural landscapes and/or cultural attractions and
bringing economic and social benefits to the heritage site. However, both also collide with
tradition and modernity. In other words, tourism can bring bad effects to heritage sites, and
the residents of heritage sites may therefore have conflicts and clashes with tourists and
tourism managers. Tourism and heritage researchers have conducted numerous studies on
heritage site residents and tourists. However, the intangible attributes of intangible cultural
heritage (ICH) make it rarely get attention in tourism contexts. Taking the birthplace of
Taijiquan (Wen County) as an example, a large number of Taijiquan enthusiasts come to
visit and study here every year, even though there are no very famous cultural relics or
tourist attractions. Therefore, instead of choosing “spatial distance” as an independent
variable in previous studies, this study chose “heritage proximity” to measure the emotional
relationship between residents and ICH based on social exchange theory and the immaterial
attributes of ICH. Using a sample of residents of ICH tourism sites, this study attempted
to incorporate resident heritage proximity (HP) into modeled relationships based on the
SET framework of residents’ perceived positive impacts (PI) and negative impacts (NI),
attitudes (ATT) and support (RS) for ICH tourism. The findings extended the SET and
demonstrated the feasibility of the framework in the ICH tourism context.

5.1. Theoretical Contribution

This study hypothesized that heritage proximity has an impact on residents’ perceived
impacts of tourism. The results of the study indicated that the higher the proximity (percep-
tual distance) of residents to Taijiquan, the more significant the perceived positive impact of
ICH tourism (H1 accepted). While hypothesis 2 (HP→ NI) was not statistically significant,
there was a negative correlation, implying that the closer the residents’ proximity (percep-
tual distance) to Taijiquan, the more likely the ICH tourism negative impact is perceived.
This is consistent with the limited research findings on heritage proximity [18,44] that the
more local residents identify with the promoted tourism heritage, the more likely they are
to view the positive impacts of heritage tourism positively and, at the same time, the more
likely they are to view the negative impacts of heritage tourism negatively. It illustrates
that cultural heritage, whether tangible or intangible, carries the culture and history of
the local community. Community residents are the creators of cultural heritage, while
cultural heritage contributes to the cultural confidence and identity of residents. Therefore,
residents who feel closer to intangible cultural heritage are more concerned about the
authenticity and integrity of cultural heritage than others. At the same time, they are more
sensitive to people, events, and phenomena that may affect the sustainability of ICH [9,43].

In addition, this study hypothesized that heritage proximity, positive influence, and
negative influence have an effect on residents’ attitudes toward tourism, respectively
(H3, H4, and H5). The results show that all three hypotheses are valid and confirm the
findings of most scholars. Of these, the positive impact is more pronounced on residents’
attitudes toward tourism as opposed to the negative perception [60]. This indicates that
local residents are satisfied with tourism in their area and perceive more benefits than costs
from tourism [85]. Not only that, hypothesis 3 was proven, implying that even though
residents perceive negative impacts from tourism, they still have a positive attitude towards
ICH tourism. As Vargas-Sánchez et al. [86] concluded, despite residents acknowledging
some negative impacts of tourism on their community, they tended to demonstrate pro-
tourism behavior.

Further, this study hypothesized that the perceived impact of tourism and attitudes
have an impact on residents’ support behavior, respectively (H6, H7, and H8). However,
the results indicate that positive and negative impacts do not directly affect residents’
support behavior, but indirectly through residents’ attitudes. This is consistent with the
results of some scholars. For example, Çelik and Rasoolimanesh [87] suggested that
residents’ negative and positive attitudes toward tourism have direct effects on cost-benefit
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attitudes and indirect effects on support for tourism. But there are discrepancies with
the conclusions of other researchers. Some scholars argue that the personal benefits out
of tourism development are linked with the support for tourism [56,88]. Furthermore,
evidence was also found to support the direct relationship between the perceived benefits
of tourism and support of its development in the research of Gursoy et al. [89].

In summary, the theoretical contributions of this study are as follows: firstly, heritage
tourism is widely noted as a research hotspot with its stakeholders (managers, residents,
tourists). However, in the study of intangible cultural heritage tourism, more attention has
been paid to the heirs, but residents have been neglected. The sustainable development of
intangible cultural heritage cannot be achieved without the participation of community
residents. Therefore, the findings of this study provide theoretical support for enhancing
residents’ attitudes towards ICH tourism. Secondly, this study introduces the concept of
heritage proximity in the context of ICH tourism, which can better explain the antecedents
of residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts, while enriching the social exchange theory
structure. Finally, this study identifies the structure of community residents’ attitudes
towards ICH tourism development in a developing country context. Theoretical support
is added to further expand the boundaries of the concept of sustainable development of
intangible cultural heritage.

5.2. Managerial Implications

Community-based tourism planning and development approaches are rarely suc-
cessful in practice because of a host of practical problems, including confusion among
residents about complex planning issues and delays that lead to costly decision-making
processes [90]. It is therefore particularly important to explore those factors that influence
residents’ attitudes and support. This study helps destination managers, tourism planners
and other groups to better understand residents’ perceptions of ICH tourism and how these
perceptions influence their support/opposition to tourism development, and provides the
necessary background information for application projects.

Heritage proximity indirectly influences residents’ support for tourism through their
perceived impact on tourism, as well as their attitudes. This means that mechanisms
designed by heritage management agencies to promote residents’ support for tourism and
conservation may not be relevant to them if they do not have a close relationship with
the heritage site. This implies that, from a managerial perspective, residents’ heritage
proximity should all be at the heart of management, development and conservation plans.
The local government should invest more ICH-related resources in the community, such as
organising more events to promote the active or passive reception of historical and cultural
information about ICH by residents, which may increase the perceptual distance between
residents and ICH, i.e., enhance their heritage proximity. For example, through large scale
events, mass media campaigns and leisure tourism projects, the “healthy” and “nurturing”
image of Taijiquan has been recognised not only by the community but also by society.

Furthermore, according to the study, residents’ attitudes towards tourism are positive
even when tourism has a negative impact. But the positive impact was more pronounced
on residents’ attitudes towards tourism. As the birthplace of taijiquan, a large number of
taijiquan enthusiasts come here every year to study and travel, and many residents are
offered jobs as a result. Some students even get into prestigious universities through Taiji-
quan each year. When residents perceive the benefits from the development of intangible
cultural heritage, they are more willing to voluntarily support the sustainable development
of ICH. Thus when developing tourism in ICH, positive attitudes towards tourism can be
promoted by increasing the investment of resources in the community and upgrading com-
munity infrastructure. When the effects of resource investment are perceived by residents,
their attitudes will not be hindered by the negative effects of tourism.
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5.3. Limitations and Further Research

This study has some limitations and informs the next studies. Firstly, the research
sample is from an underdeveloped county in China. Although Taijiquan is well known, the
place is not well known as the birthplace. Therefore, the results of the study may not neces-
sarily be generalizable to the more developed cities and regions of China. Furthermore,
there are many other factors that influence residents’ attitudes and support for tourism, and
future researchers may add needed variables to this model to better explain the process,
based on TPB and affective SET theories, starting with both rational and emotional aspects.
Finally, Taijiquan was only inscribed on the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity list
in December 2020, and the tourism industry in this area is only out in the early stages
of development, and the community residents have not yet received a more pronounced
impact from tourism. Therefore, the development of ICH tourism in this area will be
followed up and research will be conducted to reflect the latest situation.
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