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Abstract

:

This study aims to construct an evaluation index system to measure the commodification of living space in Chinese rural areas and investigate the spatial characteristics of the commodification. Based on the dataset collected from public institutions in Zhejiang province, this study applies the entropy method to calculate the weights of the evaluation indicators and the commodification level. The results reveal that overall commodification levels of rural spaces in Zhejiang Province are different from each other due to different levels of economic development, transportation, tourism resources, and government support. In addition, this study suggests appropriate commodification strategies corresponding to the commodification development potential of the four types of rural living spaces (i.e., advanced development areas, promotion development areas, transformation development areas, and potential development areas). This study provides an evaluation index system measuring the commodification of rural living places and guidelines for effectively developing commodification of rural places.
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1. Introduction


With the development of industrialization and urbanization, the traditional productive space of the countryside has evolved into a post-productive space. Along with economic development, redefining the traditional functions of rural spaces is a crucial step in promoting rural development. For instance, the commodification of rural space is a clear example of the functional evolvement and transformation of contemporary rural spaces, which has also attracted significant attention from academic researchers.



However, many rural spaces commonly experience the phenomenon of hollow villages and economic recession as the rural population continues to migrate to cities and towns [1,2]. Given this challenge, many scholars have investigated the rural revitalization strategy and studied how to improve and develop rural areas by utilizing diverse rural resources. Rural tourism, which includes location, sustainable development, community-based features, and experience [3], is one of the important strategies for developing rural areas using rural resources [4,5,6]. Previous studies have also emphasized the important role of rural tourism in promoting rural commodification [7,8]. Some scholars studied rural commodification at the national level [9,10,11]. Previous studies also explored commodification strategies from rural production and ecological space perspectives [12,13].



Meanwhile, there is a dearth of studies on rural tourism’s role in promoting the commodification of rural living space. More specifically, it is necessary to study how to evaluate the commodification level of rural living space and its influencing factors for further research and rural commodification development. In response to this research necessity, this study attempts to construct an evaluation index system to measure the commodification level of rural living spaces by focusing on rural tourism and investigating the spatial characteristics of commodification based on space production theory.



To achieve this research objective, the rest of this paper is organized as follows. We present the literature overview to address the concept of the commodification of rural living space and previous research findings. Next, we describe the research methods, followed by discussions of the main findings of this study. Then, we discuss the theoretical and practical implications of implementing sustainable rural living space development. We conclude by addressing the summary and limitations of this research and suggesting future research directions.




2. Literature Review


The concept of commodification is derived from the formation and continued development of the market economy. Tracing its origins to the creation of the commodity, it refers to the process through which tradable and monetarily equivalent items that were not initially bought, sold, and circulated by the rules of the market economy are converted into such. The idea of commodification has gradually crept into the area of social geography as the research field has grown and the research degree has deepened. In the context of industrialization and urbanization, cities were the production spaces for commercial activities and rural areas for agricultural activities. However, the city’s commercial development has radiated to the countryside, which led to the development of various fields and the exchange of commodity values in the countryside. Thus, rural space has become commercialized when it acquires the characteristics of a commodity and has a market value. In his book The Production of Space, Lefebvre introduced the theory of spatial production in the 1970s. According to this space production theory, the entire process of creating, constructing, utilizing, and modifying space is referred to as spatial production [14].



Along with interpreting and disseminating spatial production theory, Woods defines it as the marketing of rural resources through travel, real estate investment, buying and selling rural commodities, promoting rural images, and other commodities [15,16]. Perkins further highlights four types of rural commodities and claims that the commodification of rural space is a negotiation process between local actors to meet specific conditions and requirements and emphasizes that the form and substance of this negotiation differs from place to place [17]. Akira added a fifth type of rural commodity based on Perkins’ work: actions to improve the quality of life through the conservation and management of landscapes and natural surroundings, as well as comprehending traditional rural culture and society [18].



In the study related to geography, the commodification of rural space is a term to describe the market opening to various commodities that have recently been moved from urban to rural locations [18]. It manifests that in a modern rural space, the role of material production is relatively declining while the role of immaterial production, namely commodity consumption space, is gradually expanding and developing a rural consumption space that integrates material production and immaterial production [19]. A growing number of academics are also studying the transformation of rural spatial functions as a result of China’s rapid urbanization, concentrating on themes including the rural spatial reconstruction field [20], social governance [21], and rural spatial planning [22]. The emergence of different consumption patterns has caused the countryside to gradually transform into a place for recreation, environmental protection, science education, and retirement vacations. Therefore, people’s perceptions of rural areas have slowly shifted from poverty and backwardness to leisure and comfort [23,24].



As an important part of rural space, rural living space is the place where people carry out various daily activities to meet various needs such as residence, consumption, and entertainment, and it is a compound system including the various human–land and human–social relationships [9,25,26]. Rural living space is an organic unity of certain regional spatial forms, spatial connotations, and spatial meanings intrinsically related to reflect the development of the countryside [27]. In other words, rural living space is the place of the daily life of rural residents in a certain region and is a spatial aggregation of daily activities such as residence, employment, consumption, and leisure of rural residents, as well as an organic unity of spatial form, spatial connotation, and spatial meaning of a certain rural region [28]. As a place that carries villagers’ daily life behavior, rural living space continues to increase its commodification along with the expansion and use of multi-functional features such as leisure, tourism, and consumption. The commodification of rural space largely reflects the evolution of the morphological use and functional reengineering of rural space [29]. Along with the change in the urban–rural development relationship, the development of new industrial and commercial tourism industries oriented to commodity production has strengthened the degree of the commodification of rural space [30].



Rural living space has become a commodity to create value, gradually transforming from a single residence and employment function through rural tourism activities to multi-functional functions, such as residence, employment, consumption, and leisure, and then generating profits. There are many previous studies on the relationship between tourism and commercialization. For instance, based on the theory of space production, researchers analyzed the multidimensional impact of tourism on rural physical space, economic and social relations, and power structures [31], and also examined the change in relationships and roles of various participants (i.e., both human and non-human actors) in the process of rural development under the influence of tourism [32,33]. Understanding how rural tourism is produced and represented in contemporary rurality in China begins with a discussion of commodification. Thus, by focusing on rural tourism, constructing an evaluation index system for measuring the commodification level of rural living spaces and investigating the spatial characteristics of commodification are necessary for guiding rural living space development. The measurement of the commodification of rural living space is an important precondition for clarifying the current situation of rural living space use and a key indicator for measuring the level of sustainable rural development. Therefore, a scientific and quantitative study on the evaluation of the commodification of rural living space and its influencing factors is of great significance for promoting sustainable rural development.




3. Materials and Methods


3.1. Research Target Area


Zhejiang Province is located in the southern part of the Yangtze River Delta on the southeast coast of China (Figure 1), bordering the East China Sea to the east, Fujian Province to the south, Jiangxi and Anhui Provinces to the west, and Shanghai and Jiangsu Province to the north. It is a relatively economically developed region of China and includes 11 cities and 90 counties. Zhejiang is renowned for its picturesque landscapes. It has long been known as “a region of fish and rice, the home of silk, a paradise for tourists, and a land of rich cultural heritage” in China. By 2021, Zhejiang province had built 10,083 A-class tourist picturesque villages, including 1597 3A-class villages. The overall coverage of villages in scenic country areas has reached 49.4%, and 47 of these villages have been selected for the list of Key National Rural Tourism Villages. Furthermore, the scale of the leisure, agriculture, and rural tourism industries exceeds RMB100 billion (USD14.77 billion). Broadly, Zhejiang Province has made outstanding achievements in economic development and urban–rural integration. It has consistently promoted the implementation of the rural revitalization strategy through rural tourism and the creation of new rural areas and ecological civilization, both supporting one another over the past few years. Thus, Zhejiang province is an appropriate area to research tourism-based rural commodification.




3.2. Data Collection


Each county and district in Zhejiang Province served as the evaluation unit to conduct a thorough assessment of the degree of the commercialization of rural living space in that province. In order to conduct the analysis, pertinent data up to 2020 were chosen based on the accuracy and reliability of the data. The data for this study were primarily collected using lists published by the Central People’s Government of the People’s Republic of China, the Ministry of Education of the People’s Republic of China, the People’s Government of Zhejiang Province, and the Department of Culture and Tourism of Zhejiang Province, as well as the statistical bulletin of national economic and social development of each county and district in Zhejiang Province.




3.3. Construction of Evaluation Index System


The evaluation index system is constructed in 3 levels: objective level, system layer, and index layer following the principles of accessibility, rationality, independence, importance, and comprehensiveness of evaluation indexes [34]. Overall, the indicators were adapted from the existing research on tourism and rural space commodification [35,36,37,38]. After optimizing the hierarchical structure and index factors, an index system that can reflect tourism and living space commodification in rural areas was constructed from 3 aspects, as shown in Table 1. The objective system can be structured into 3 parts, i.e., the cultural inheritance and industrial integration system, the scenic protection and scientific governance system, and the tourism development and urban–rural construction system [25,39,40,41,42]. To reflect the current situation of cultural and tourism integration, 6 indicators (i.e., national historical and cultural villages, provincial historical and cultural villages, history education bases, the provincial rural tourism industry cluster, provincial primary and secondary school study and practice education bases, and cultural tourism integration pilot areas) are selected. For the abundance of tourism resources, 4 indicators (i.e., the number of scenic spots above class A and scenery towns) are selected. Lastly, 6 indicators are selected to reflect the systematic and spatial utilization of tourism, including the rural tourism demonstration villages, the all-for-one tourism demonstration areas, and the tourism resorts.




3.4. Evaluation Approach of Rural Space Commodification Level


3.4.1. Determination of the Index Weights


As one of the objective weighting methods [43], the entropy method was employed in this study [44,45]. The specific steps are as follows.




	
Forming a matrix. According to the basic idea of the overall entropy method, the 3D data table is sorted into a 2D table in time order. Taking the cultural heritage and industrial integration system as an example, it is necessary to evaluate the current situation of the cultural and tourism integration level of 90 counties with 6 indicators. Thus, a 90 × 6-order matrix can be obtained.



	
Data standardization and dimensionless. In order to eliminate the influence of magnitude and dimensions, the raw data need to be standardized. In this study, all indicators are positive indicators. Thus, non-negative translation was not to be carried out, and then the dimensionless method was adopted to ensure that all normalized data are positive and can be calculated. The calculation formulas are as follows:


   X ′  =    X  ij   − M i n  X  ij     M a x    X  ij     − M i n    X  ij       ,  



(1)




where the “m” indicators are selected for a total of “n” samples, then    X  ij     is the value of the “j” indicator of the “I” sample, i = 1,2,3...n; j = 1,2,3...m.   M i n  X  ij      is the minimum index of column j;   M a x    X  ij       is the maximum index of column j. In order to ensure that the logarithm calculation is meaningful, 0.01 is added.








	
Calculate the proportion of the j-th indicator of the i-th:


   P  ij   =    X  ij       ∑   i = 1  n   X  ij     ,  



(2)










	2.

	
Calculation of the information entropy:


   e j  = −  K *    ∑   i = 1  n     P  ij   * ln    P  ij       ,  



(3)




where K is a constant,   K =  1  ln  n      and K > 0.







	3.

	
Calculate the information utility value of the j-th indicator:








    d j  = 1 −  e j  ,   



(4)





	4.

	
Calculate the weights of the indicators:








    w j  =    d j      ∑   j = 1  m   d j    ,   



(5)






3.4.2. Calculation of the Comprehensive Evaluation Score of the Degree of the Commodification of Each County, for Which the Equation Is:



    z i  =   ∑   j = 1  m   w j   x  ij   ,   



(6)





The entropy value approach was utilized to determine the rural living space commodification score of 90 counties in Zhejiang Province using the aforementioned index system. The degree of rural living space commodification in the county is proportionally correlated with a score. Based on the statistical data analysis, ArcGIS10.7 software was used to create an evaluation map of the commodification of rural living space in Zhejiang Province to visualize and analyze the index layer and comprehensive score data. This was undertaken to show the spatial distribution differences and corresponding characteristics of the degree of the commodification of rural living space in Zhejiang Province.






4. Result


4.1. Analysis of the County Differences in the Commodification Evaluation System


Using the collected data in each indicator, the grid method is used to reclassify each indicator, and then the grid of each factor is weighted and superimposed using weighted summation to derive the evaluation results of each evaluation indicator grid cell on the commercialization of rural living space. The commodification of rural living space in each country is shown in Table 2. Only the top 40 are shown due to space constraints.



The spatial distribution of counties’ rural living space commodification was formed through ArcGIS 10.7, as shown in Figure 2. The degree of rural living space commodification in each county of Zhejiang Province is different. Meanwhile, the development level differs significantly depending on different dimensions, showing the spatial variation characteristics that the west and north are better than the east and south. The differences in scenic protection and scientific governance are small and common, indicating that in the process of rural spatial utilization and transformation, the overall coverage of villages transforming scenic areas has balanced the development, according to a cross-sectional comparison of the three indicators of cultural inheritance and industrial integration, scenic protection and scientific governance, and tourism development and urban–rural construction. The disparity in commodification between urban–rural construction and tourism development and between cultural heritage and industrial integration is relatively considerable. Through the results of cultural heritage and industrial integration, scenic area protection and scientific governance, tourism development, and urban and rural construction, it could be found that the various index systems are dramatically different, mainly due to the site conditions, policies of the environment, and rural town tourism resources.




4.2. Analysis of the Different Types of the Commodification Development Potential


The result of the commodification development potential index is shown in Table 3. According to the scores in three systems, the CDP index in 90 counties was divided into four categories: early development areas, enhancement development areas, transformation development areas, and potential development areas (Figure 3).



There are 12 early development counties, making up 13.4% of the total, including Ninghai County, Anji County, Changxing County, Tonglu County, etc. These areas have a good natural environment, excellent transportation location, leading transportation accessibility, and diverse transportation modes. The diversified development of rural industries has a positive effect on agricultural economic development, which objectively also contributes to improving the commodification of rural living space. Furthermore, by strengthening rural governance, they improve the rural living environment. Among them, Anji County developed rural tourism and the tourism industry early. It is in a leading position in the rural tourism market in Zhejiang Province, with a wide range of radiation in the customer market. With cultural and tourism resource endowment, Changxing County vigorously developed the pilot area of cultural tourism integration, emphasizing the superimposed effect of culture and tourism. All of the above initiatives contribute to the functional reengineering of rural living spaces and promote the process of commodification of rural living spaces.



Fifty enhancement development counties, accounting for 55.5% of the total, are continuously distributed around the middle of Zhejiang. These enhancement development areas already met the requirements for commodification development. Regarding tourism resources, the building of leisure service facilities, and other aspects of certain development, Wuxing District, Deqing County, Xianju County, Jiande City, and other 50 counties and urban regions have improved socio-economic and transportation conditions. Deqing County, for instance, has attracted many tourists despite being in a developed economic zone because of the stunning natural surroundings of the countryside and has explored the transformation of “rural vacation” to “rural life” in the growth of rural tourism. Nevertheless, there are still a lot of rivals, including the neighboring Anji County. Consequently, it is essential to plan more thoroughly and to develop a unique brand and a rural brand effect. The branding and marketing of specialty agricultural products help the county’s tourism industry grow quickly and raise the level of the commodification of living space.



Seventeen transformation development counties, accounting for 18.9% of all, have two low-level categories, resulting in a low level of current commodification development. One category, however, still falls into the medium or high range and is in the stage of transformational development. This category consists of 18 counties as well as urban districts, including Pinghu City, Fuyang District, Qujiang District, and Yuhuan City. Due to the past industrial structure in these places, the environmental quality is generally low, and rural administration and management are inadequate. At the same time, due to the general natural environment and the lack of tourism resources, the influence and reception capacity of tourism and visibility are relatively lacking. In addition, the rural living space range is limited because some areas are major urban districts, while the geographical environment constraints and relatively single resources are a poor combination. The commodification of the rural living space in these areas has been delayed by the lack of common construction, sharing of infrastructure, and public service facilities between villages while ignoring the participation of the main body of the rural living space.



Eleven potential development areas make up 18.2% of the total, including Qingtian County, Zhenhai District, Daishan County, and Binjiang District. They are low in the evaluation index’s three types of quasi-measurement layers. The commodification of rural living space generally in these places is minimal. Some of them are areas with high local economic levels and their own high degree of commercialization, and some others lack accessibility due to their own poor location conditions but still have rural tourism resources and still have potential in the development of rural living space commercialization. For instance, the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization selected Qingtian County as the first group for significant agricultural heritage because it has a history of more than 1300 years of fish farming in rice fields. The collection and arrangement of various traditional farming cultural resources have been accelerated in Qingtian in recent years to build agricultural complexes that combine fair travel, farming experience, and agricultural civilization and draw a large number of tourists interested in learning about farming and rural life.





5. Discussion


5.1. Theoretical Contributions


Our findings extend our understanding of the complex nature of the commodification of rural living space. By constructing an index system for assessing the degree of commodification of rural living space and comparing it between counties in Zhejiang Province, this study investigates regional disparities and influencing factors of the commodification of rural living space in the province. The results of this study support the previous findings that emphasize the important role of rural tourism in promoting rural commodification [7,8] and driving rural revitalization and poverty alleviation [46]. Through rural tourism activities, the single residence and employment functions are gradually transformed into the residence, employment, consumption, leisure, and other multi-functions [30], thus generating economic profits. With rapid urbanization and rural tourism development, the morphological use and functional reengineering of rural living space as a place carrying villagers’ daily life behaviors have gradually expanded from a single residential space function to leisure, tourism, consumption, and other functions, has received wide attention [47,48]. Due to the development of the market economy, rural living space has already acquired commodity properties, and the rural living space itself has become a commodity to create value. In addition, the results show that the spatial distribution of commercialization’s degree of rural living space in Zhejiang Province has significant regional differences, with more in the west and north and less in the east and south. These differences might come from different levels of economic development, transportation, tourism resources, and government support, leading to the four types of commodification development in rural living spaces (i.e., advanced development areas, promotion development areas, transformation development areas, and potential development areas), requiring different rural space commodification strategies.



In sum, based on deconstructing the concept of rural living space commodification, this study establishes an evaluation index system of the commodification of rural living space in Zhejiang Province counties, filling the study’s gap on the evaluation index system of rural living space in the counties of Zhejiang Province. Furthermore, this study shows the results of the differences in the commodification of rural living space, analyzes the influence reasons for various influencing factors, and provides appropriate suggestions for improving the commodification of rural living space in the counties of Zhejiang Province.




5.2. Practical Contributions


According to the measurement results of various indicators, the evaluation threshold of rural space commodification level in Zhejiang Province counties and districts was divided into four levels. The commercial development types of rural living space counties and districts of Zhejiang Province were divided into four categories: the early development areas, the enhancement development areas, the transformation development areas, and the potential development areas.



We provide the following suggestions for the different types of commodification development potential. First, the early development counties should consider local government policies in the subsequent development process, overcome the constraints of a single type of rural tourism, and establish a comprehensive system of rural tourism standards under the constructive guidance of national policies on rural revitalization and rural development. At the same time, to encourage the shared development of rural areas, the successful experience of rural tourism development could be shared with other regions.



Second, for the enhancement development areas, the existing rural resources—including human, material, and cultural ones—should be systematically organized to create a detailed list of resources that clarifies the rural area’s overall development direction with the help of valuable resources to directs villagers to use their rural living space in industries with comparative advantages. While keeping the characteristics of industrial growth, the commercialization of rural living spaces expands the brand effect of the rural industry in order to promote the distinctive rural brand.



Third, rural governance should be improved for those transformation development areas. Effective rural government is the cornerstone of rural rejuvenation and a requirement for commoditizing rural territory. It is essential to support the main stance of the villagers and respect their desires to improve the synergistic integration of autonomy, the rule of law, and moral governance in rural governance. The development of public infrastructure, public transportation, the county’s service capacity, efficient resource allocation between the urban and rural areas, the growth of rural commerce, and the commodification of rural living space are all necessary simultaneously.



Lastly, for the potential development areas, it is necessary to fully utilize available resources and location advantages and enhance the industrial support system to accomplish diversified and integrated growth of urban and rural leisure agriculture, tourism, specialty agriculture, and other businesses. Meanwhile, it is vital to coordinate the link between the natural and humanistic environment around the area, assure acceptable exploitation within the affordability of rural living space, and moderately develop cultural and creative tourism. Villagers can utilize their homes to conduct lodging, catering, and B&B experiences. Furthermore, the government can drive the development of rural areas directly and introduce social capital to entice exceptional companies and talents to settle in simultaneously. Increasing villagers’ income through local employment and raising the level of rural economic development are essential for optimizing the utilization of rural dwelling space. Additionally, it is critical to enhance cultural heritage and focus on creative development by incorporating cultural implications into establishing distinctive settlements and attractive areas.





6. Conclusions


This paper establishes an evaluation index system to measure the commodification of living space in rural areas, including the cultural inheritance and industrial integration system, the scenic protection and scientific governance system, and the tourism development and urban–rural construction system. The rural living space of counties in Zhejiang Province, China, was selected as a case study to evaluate the commodification level. The results of this study provide practical insights for effective development and policy implementation for the commodification of rural areas.



Although this study provides useful insights for developing the commodification of rural spaces, some limitations still exist in this study. Firstly, this study only established the evaluation indexes mainly based on rural tourism, which may not be comprehensive enough. The index system can be enriched from various aspects, such as environment, land use, and economy in future studies. Secondly, Zhejiang Province is relatively rich in resources, but the degree of the commodification of rural living spaces varies across China with different levels of economic development. In order to understand more deeply the interrelationship between the commercialization of living space and other elements, a more detailed investigation and in-depth study of the formation mechanism, development stage, and spatial and temporal evolution of the commercialization of rural living space in Zhejiang Province, in terms of regional differences, resource diversity, and other aspects, remains the focus of future research. Thirdly, our analysis is based on the dataset of 2020 in Zhejiang Province. It would be more interesting and useful to collect data over the past five years to understand the dynamic characteristics of the rural space commodification process.
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Figure 1. The location of Zhejiang Province in China. 
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Figure 2. (a) The score of cultural heritage and industrial integration; (b) the score of scenic area protection and scientific governance; (c) the score of tourism development and urban and rural construction; (d) the comprehensive score chart of county rural living space commodification. 
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Figure 3. Distribution map of different CDP areas. 
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Table 1. Evaluation index system and weight of county rural living space commodification measurement of Zhejiang Province.
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Object

	
System

	
Indicator

	
Characteristics

of Indicators

	
Comprehensive

Weight






	
Zhejiang County Living Space Commodification Evaluation (A)

	
Cultural heritage and industrial integration (B1)

	
National historical and cultural villages (C1)

	
+

	
0.0581




	
Provincial historical and cultural villages (C2)

	
+

	
0.0377




	
History education bases (C3)

	
+

	
0.0680




	
Provincial rural tourism industry cluster (C4)

	
+

	
0.0930




	
Provincial primary and secondary school study and practice education bases (C5)

	
+

	
0.0297




	
Cultural tourism integration pilot areas (C6)

	
+

	
0.0653




	
Scenic area protection and scientific governance (B2)

	
3A-level scenic villages (C7)

	
+

	
0.0103




	
5A-level scenic towns (C8)

	
+

	
0.1376




	
4A-level scenic towns (C9)

	
+

	
0.0985




	
Scenery towns (C10)

	
+

	
0.0180




	
Tourism development and urban and rural construction (B3)

	
National rural tourism demonstration villages (C11)

	
+

	
0.0483




	
Provincial rural tourism demonstration village (C12)

	
+

	
0.0125




	
National all-for-one tourism demonstration areas (C13)

	
+

	
0.1231




	
Provincial all-for-one tourism demonstration areas (C14)

	
+

	
0.0261




	
National tourism resorts (C15)

	
+

	
0.1376




	
Provincial tourism resorts (C16)

	
+

	
0.0361
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Table 2. The comprehensive score table of county rural living space commodification.
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	Rank
	Areas
	Score
	Rank
	Areas
	Score
	Rank
	Areas
	Score
	Rank
	Areas
	Score





	1
	Ninghai
	0.6077
	11
	Jiangshan
	0.3189
	21
	Pingyang
	0.2314
	31
	Taishun
	0.1762



	2
	Anji
	0.5673
	12
	Kaihua
	0.3180
	22
	Xiangshan
	0.2251
	32
	Lucheng
	0.1759



	3
	Yuhang
	0.3819
	13
	Yiwu
	0.3018
	23
	Suichang
	0.2250
	33
	Xihu
	0.1737



	4
	Tonglu
	0.3616
	14
	Cangnan
	0.2973
	24
	Yingzhou
	0.2225
	34
	Pujiang
	0.1723



	5
	Xianju
	0.3436
	15
	Changxing
	0.2971
	25
	Zhuji
	0.2213
	35
	Nanhu
	0.1693



	6
	Deqing
	0.3434
	16
	Songyang
	0.2967
	26
	Longyou
	0.2200
	36
	Shengsi
	0.1692



	7
	Longquan
	0.3424
	17
	Chunan
	0.2697
	27
	Wuxing
	0.2189
	37
	Putuo
	0.1644



	8
	Tiantai
	0.3375
	18
	Tongxiang
	0.2666
	28
	Panan
	0.2164
	38
	Jinyun
	0.1517



	9
	Xinchang
	0.3256
	19
	Jiashan
	0.2635
	29
	Xiashan
	0.2032
	39
	Yongjia
	0.1438



	10
	Jiande
	0.3237
	20
	Keqiao
	0.2558
	30
	Nanxun
	0.1914
	40
	Kecheng
	0.1424
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Table 3. The result of the CDP.
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	Types of the Commodification Development Potential in Rural Living Space
	Main Classification Basis
	Current Characteristics
	Quantity





	Early development areas
	C(H)-S(H)-T(H) 1
	These areas have a good natural environment, excellent transportation location, good road accessibility and diversity of transportation modes, and diversified development of rural industries.
	12



	Enhancement development areas
	C(M)-S(M)-T(M), C(H)-S(M)-T(M), C(M)-S(M)-T(L), C(M)-S(H)-T(M), C(M)-S(L)-T(M), C(L)-S(H)-T(M)
	These areas have a good natural environment, excellent transportation location, good road accessibility and diversity of transportation modes, and diversified development of rural industries.
	50



	Transformation development areas
	C(L)-S(L)-T(M), C(M)-S(L)-T(L), C(L)-S(M)-T(L), C(L)-S(L)-T(H), C(H)-S(L)-T(L), C(L)-S(H)-T(L)
	These areas have small rural living spaces, some of which are mainly urban areas, with relatively poor environmental quality due to historical industrial structure, and lack of effective governance and management.
	17



	Potential development areas
	C(L)-S(L)-T(L)
	The overall level of the commodification of rural living space in these areas is low. Some of them are areas with high local economic levels and a high degree of commodification, while others have rural tourism resources due to their poor location conditions and lack of accessibility and still have potential in the development of rural living space commodification.
	11







1 Note: C, S, and T represent cultural heritage and industrial integration, scenic area protection and scientific governance, tourism development, and urban and rural construction, respectively, (L), (M), and (H) represent low, medium, and high evaluation, respectively. Example: C(L) represents a low evaluation of cultural inheritance and industrial integration, and S(M) represents a medium evaluation of scenic spot protection and scientific governance.
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