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ABSTRACT

Aims. Common welfare is one of the three foundational concepts in the establishment of Chinese national parks.
Existing research predominantly focused on theoretical and qualitative analyses, with few empirical explorations and
quantitative discussions, resulting in limited scientific guidance and support for the conservation practices. Therefore,
this study aims to provide empirical evidence and scientific reference for achieving common welfare in Chinese
national parks by proposing a comprehensive indicator framework.

Methods: This study draws on three dimensions, owned by all, participated by all, and shared by all, and proposes 15
common welfare indicators. Using questionnaire surveys and methodologies such as linear discriminant analysis and
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hierarchical regression analysis, a quantitative assessment of common welfare was conducted based on the perceptions

of stakeholders in the Giant Panda National Park (GPNP).

Results: The results showed that the overall common welfare in the GPNP was generally perceived positively.
However, perceptions varied among stakeholder groups: local management agencies and governments held the most
positive views, local communities had the most negative perceptions, while local enterprises, experts, and visitors

maintained a neutral stance.

Conclusion: To achieve common welfare, increased attention should be directed toward the local communities. In
particular, comprehensive promotion of community co-management and improvement of the ecological compensation
mechanism are essential. Furthermore, enhancing communication among stakeholders and optimizing their participation

are crucial steps in this process.

K ey wor ds: national park; common welfare; stakeholder; community governance; protected area; public participation

ERAMIE SR E —ME AR Z TR
FER ARG = AEATS, Hh, &)
AR T ER AR SRR LR R W
TERfR . VPO IS4 B a1, 2 R [ 55
WAL A SR . AT, BATA SR A w
TR I SHIER F D, REE LB R HIME LR 5 [
X 7] S R R TSI B 8 i A (A R A A [
2018; ZBOMEAITE R, 2023).

FEVG 77 15 5L T 18 3] 5K A el (national park)”—
W R HR, BEE AN B IRE . 1
1 S o e M S /N T B S ES i S /N T
(Yellowstone National Park, 183245, Ml N
TR —FAmT AR, ANRITEARAILAS
bl s it (B, 2017). H AT, ABRCAH 200
[ ¢ 57 1 3,000 [ 5K 2 [l (194 R 4 1 o e 3k
2018), HAREEX I E XA, HJLFEsRiE N
23 AR (public) IR 55 (K128 "R (4R 2, 2022) 0 THFF
H ZA PR Bk B (International Union for Conservation
of Nature, IUCN) IR 5, [E 52 [ Z AL A AR
H AR EUE A (Dudley, 2013). E bR B2
T [ 5% 2 [l 1 5 Hp i S a M — ] (Fh FR A bR
A4, 2021), FHICHE T I BEAEHHIE A RS 5 (Mannigel,
2008; Campbell et al, 2013; Dupke et al, 2019;
Wondirad & Ewnetu, 2019). #£2AF(McDermott et
al, 2013; Zafra-Calvo et al, 2017; Dawson et al,
2018). &M (Jones et al, 2017, 2020; Vanclay,
2017) ft&afk(Romagosa et al, 2015; Wolf et al,
2015)% 52 KA M VEAHRIOMES, 50 ORIE & H
i A HIAL 3 (Rastogi et al, 2010).

PR A R PRI T S BT AR
R R0 IR 23 A, 80/ 8 B P A L S I K (R

SEFIRRERR, 2018; FAEIHFIEERR, 2021; ZEOMEF
TR, 2023), HNFE CEEILH: 2ARA MM
MR AR R . SRIEEMERILE=ANE
ROERIEA, 2020; TAEMFIEEER, 2021). 28O EFI
T 2R (2023) 3 T B ST 40 vE 0 e 1 2K [
BRI A R A S EACE AT EAPRL, BUR T R
B, SR, TRITIMEAE—EMRIRE, L
SERFALX . BUR . A2 oAb R 25 A0 2 1A
W 20 A I3 2 52 M P SR B SZ W SR 5 A A B-
MY, FEurDLH BB 2 S R R
(Sterling et al, 2017). [ Z 2 [l f R 54 5 & (AL F6
WOFEUR . EHEN . HOrEX . k. BxREE
25 e A R o PR SR OC Bk = 44, JLPP MY
B AE S N4 B 25 M I SE K SF-(Chen et al, 2021;
PNRANEIARAE, 2021; FROTEMEE R, 2023).

AR BEME —EE 2 E R A 4R
AR TEFTR bR R, T 25 AH G E LA
X R BB [ 5K A el AT s S0P A, S AN [F) R 2 A
K BRI 2 5 R FOE L . B 7 B T 5638
[ 5% s Bl 4 B 2 2 1 O BES M 8 RN PEAR 7325, ]
F o bl B PR LA SR SR AR

ERA MM S AR E RO T 5 R
A PHLEEZ RS RAMRNL, HAARTEM
SRUT RIS T E AR DL RAE Dy B B AR i 8 AL
LML, 2017; EHERMEE, 2019; {7 B IHEE,
2020; EALHAIER:, 2021). ERAZMEA R4
R, RS ERAERTEEGHEY) 280
b TT 41X B ER R A T BURF, R 56 AR o< I 53E
ARIRIFEE . R MIESZI L, H kK
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B KA E Vi KA A A 20174, Zafra-Calvo
SRR B ARORT L A PR VP A AE SR, SRR 25 AH G
TAEMEAIN . 25 EAF 28 7 Bl 55 77 1 1) A
1EX, AN PSR A T =N EE, — &
FERE b 7 4 A 25 PR I iR (MeDermott et al,
2013; Schreckenberg et al, 2016; Zafra-Calvo et al,
2017; Zhang et al, 2024). =T A AN ERAZR
PR NIRRT AP FR vk, 15 %5 B AR ORIP LA P 1
PR TERR, ASCIRH 1 a0 BV 4EAR(Box 1):
(&ERILH: fER A A A5 (R
A AMAR AN I F Iy, RERAME
A . AZERE B STINIR] AT R TRERL
A AR NG RIS RRR, I 10 & s

PS4k & FORUR ¥ 2 8 (Goldman, 2011). FHHb,
U7 IR A A A AT ] B KA, 4 R
FEAR M. HAAPAT T, tnmgydl. 115 E
W5 BRI R s AH G T 2R ()
MR EE, 2015; B8, 2017, HLI5/1554%, 2018;
FNEAAP AR, 2021; FEAEBAIAEER, 2021; ZRAEA,
2022).

QaRLE: ekt esRRga s 5E
KON FE e S RN PR (45 2E AN ST, 2019; Bennett
et al, 2020; ZLMEAS, 2022; Zhang et al, 2024), BE
SEMAR A MR EEERE, EERAM M EH
BRI T A (EAL A AEER, 2021; Ruano-Chamorro
etal, 2022), ZAEEQTIEWLE., W Tl B
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FeATHG L

B R B AR B 29X § & R ABRG AL A A
RUN

TR R EE L iR a4 i+ Xfe
Koo EARB R T A0 R ARG R 2 A%
A A

KBRS IR E A F W60 LI PTA AR S
A% B AR

LAY
MRS R EMRF X TERABHEAE,

AAAEFIT AT B LB E 2 EGIGT, 4o
&) i 514

& A0 R AR A B SR AT S S AR KA
BEFAER N

AL FA ZAL B LRGN AE EE
)
BRERAREERAFRA»EEHLERNE
B

B Koo~ B 5T A8 A ABR PRI Tk LA A 69 A&
AAME

KA I DM EERMGA, HEABERLIEITAD
L% AME

FRABERG AT HAFE KB T ANZFAL
1A 3

by

BN EGE A 2

AR BT RFE XA B2 TS

= AR I, 2015; Hst, 2017;

KR
Zafra-Calvo et al, 2017; & 454 F=354, 2019

FNRARAPAR A 2021; Chen et al, 2022; 22:3iEFn
FE R, 2023; K314, 2024; Zhang et al, 2024

Goldman, 2011; Zafra-Calvo et al, 2017; %454 =
3R, 2019

Loukaitou-Sideris, 1995; West et al, 2006; & 454

2022

Zafra-Calvo et al, 2017; #5454 A=3548, 2019; b
ARG AR A 2021; 7K3] 5, 2024; Zhang et al,
2024

Zafra-Calvo et al, 2017; #5454 A= 3(48, 2019; Tk
AP, 2021;

Zafra-Calvo et al, 2017; FhiRAnsPik A, 2021

MEL, 2017; HAHAE A FREE, 2019; FMIRAAP IR
2021

Zafra-Calvo et al, 2017; Dupke et al, 2019; &454
AR, 2019; FhaRAsbARAE, 2021

FAGE AT, 2019; FhIRAETARA, 2021; EAE

FIIRAAPARA 2021; 28iEFR £ R, 2023; Ma
etal, 2023

F R, 2023; K35, 2024;

FAbdFa R, 2021; FMRAATARA 2021; &8
EFd R, 2023

E R4, 2024
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Z H5EHMS 5 RES N, Ei 7Ll e Rt
AR T8 R4S B (Zafra- Calvo et al, 2017;
Dupke et al, 2019; & AFIZLET, 2019; FMEAEIAK
A4, 2021; FEOIEFITEE S, 2023),

Q) aERLE: ekt m i A FEFEEK
AR RGNS UHE S FARAE, (RS ORY A S
) 2 1) 4 R ILAE AN 4> [ B 25 (AR AIAEER, 2021) 6
T, A AHIR AR G 52 B B K bl B AR BRI
FH B 1 RS2 M), BSUT AR BTG 2 1250 B AH N () A2
BAME. A h%E (human-wildlife conflicts, HWCs)
AL, DARRAR FE R & 52 450 (10 72 BE O] B 7K 5%
2019; FALBHFIEERR, 2021; 25545, 2023; Ma et
al, 2023). A4, HLHLE . S5 FIAF A48 AL
[ 23~ 43 T AR A2 4 IR 2 2 1 SIC I 1Y) B B 2 R A
(FMERFNEPARAE, 2021; FALMIRIEERR, 2021; ZAET,
2022; OB E R, 2023; FEEIEE, 2024).

21 REEMMEZRAEF @mEXE IR

KREA B % A d (28°51-33°13" N, 102°11'—
105°40" E)O7 T 7G pg s [X, #Es 0011 i Al pk
P3N, MER2.200km’ . ZEFK AL T 73
N AR X DL 9 K RS (Alluropoda
melanoleuca) i J. #h 1 Ji 3014 A0 e B, IR T 3K
IR 1 709 1 7 A2 K Re A AR RE, DA K 167 R 5X
sOR A BT AR B W R 1504 [ o R DR 4 B AR AR,
H&RERAES . IR AMEHH A (Huang et al,
2020; http://www.forestry.gov.cn/u/cms/www/20240
4/121800447jxg.pdf).

R RE A ] 5K el O =i 1) R e A G 25 0 AR
Z . RUEE, FEOFEMITBUN. EENM. 4
b2 o PN <y o0 | AN e R o e (R (NS
FAWBIRRZNE . H5, KAEME KA R K9
AT 23 BT [X) 1224 2 (8H) (http://www.
forestry.gov.cn/u/cms/www/202404/121800447jxg.pd
f), W KETER. 2EHPBUT, Ba2 PO HR
PIX, W T B R R B ) R R
uli VU8 AL AR &R, ©A 79 A 500 A
(http://www.forestry.gov.cn/html/main/main_4461/20
191017111923948546698/1ile/2019101711203351011
9113.pdf.). Hk, LFTEHENA BT 7RI, H

WIS AR FRIA S AN 55 LRI E N T, &
BRI 7K FE X A (http://www. forestry.gov.cn/u/c
ms/www/202404/121800447jxg.pdf) . 734k, KAEM
ES P /N BV B Sl o= 1 R ol | /R I 9 3
MR%5 . ANKHL Ik, R E S BRILZAN, W
MEEMNZ TR EE: A E S,
AR, AEES W KRER RS
BT RN R, EE NHE LR TAE RS
MEZ, K R R L. BEERE S
A ARESES(WWEEKIHIRIEA . &5, K
M ER ARV EHERZ, WATESRITEDZ
5 151154,620 75 N IK (http://www.forestry.gov.cn/html/
main/main_4461/20191017111923948546698/file/201
91017112033510119113.pdf.).
22 HiEWE

] 45 1 F T 2023 4E-8 H 14-31 H 75 K BEA [H %
A RENE PR FKTE3A K47 . X34
DXIRAN ZE 4 1 = B R (BN e A KL BHIT
B (R ) A FE B 4H 21 (non-government
organizations, NGOs)1) 3= 27 2l # (- A 7KL,
WP R BIRE SRR, UMk, B 7
FHIRFE T A R (5K 51 4%, 2024). i1 TR BB [ X

HTTBUR
Local
government

HIA
Coordination &

Hr A
Local
enterprises

agencies

& BREE
§;¢? g& Experts and
scholars

Visitors

Participation &
support

Lfhpt X
Local
communities

El ERAESH@EEXENXR

Fig. 1 Relations between national parks and stakeholders
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NP )NEE S, K BRSO TR 2%
NGOs, U)J1145 Bl AT J5 3 7 081 B 25 F 7 B #5
P R, FHBAERAE BEHREAT T 3R AN FE AT o

VA BN 707 B 2 8 75 28 560 110 Bl 7 A i,
KRS GHEN A4S S R k. Ho,
FEIX 1] 2 B A T30 AN P 2R 4T, B ER TR A 54 Bl
MU SER . #EIX [0 DR FONSEA AT, P
HEFE LI 5K BE 7 58 A, — M P R B e K
AWEECA T AR AR EE S o BURFFIE BEHLAY ]
& 1 34N DX I3 K IBURF 8 1) AN B () JR it % B ek
AR 7 R . Vi il 45 B YR IE BN D8R A AH O
IR I NAELRIAS, s7E 3 BRI A U X B AL
R o Al 7] 2 H 55 B SR HE A A DG Ak (/I K H
whi. HRHE AT RIS FNIRS, B FRA R 5
TE R AERUX B . % 5 45 B VR BIF ] A 25
ek ERFELS 5 KRR I 5K A [ AH DS T E 1) 2
BINGOs T/E N R . S WEET600 A 21 4,
FESAME L. LT RAEERRTRE T 0
SNt IR, 26 b v 26 18 TF U6 R B 1 R =4
w, Lhs5 NBES5REN. 2 F S 7E 45 R
(https://www.wijx.cn/)*F- & 5 -

] 2 B 52 U5 FE b5 B4 RO 25 M VR 5
AR . FERAE B N CRHES B,
WY BOEFERE . Bk R/ ) AR XA, LA
FOF RAEME R AT T R . 2RA MMV
ALFEIAYE B LIS RAR(Box 1), {1/ Hg 2w ks
BRIATOH P UNAEE AR, 28R E, 38—,
4N, SRR FRIR).

B4k, VI AR X 25 ) g AR 5 3 AT T At
73U/ Ui vk, BT IS B, 7K

x1 KEBEERQEERA@METNEIESERERMEKRFRL

TR, 10003877 4k, 7IRE K38 a2 5 I’
ViR, AR ) a4 50 o0 4 A i 1t R &
IEN BUAF RIS A @ SRR B . BRI R B
22 [A] 920-160 min.
23 HUESHh

e iEt B o s ik R e R - g5 4, FEE
1747 JZ 181 )H (hierarchical regression model)fffi & F1] i
AH IR 2 R 4 I 2 P PRI KT, SR JE 34T
BRI 2R T7 22 43 A AR 2R 28 AH O 3 0 4 A 7 1
JECHN ) 22 S AT R), 9 R 42 4 40900 43 A (linear
discriminant analysis, LDA)¥RZF| 2 #H9< T 4K 2 [8]
IR AR

%6, BATE MR BRI 45 R R,
3NYESE ) Cronbach’s of 12 KF-0.8 (Bif=¢1), R
AR IMEE . RARRMER ol & &R
MR, 45 B B 78 Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin  (KMO) =
0.958, P = 0.000; f l & KJ7 ZiLiede i g 134
i — 8 E B (M 5%2), Rt Z kRN
78.302%, #HIL60%, K HIRE FA B K4 R
. IR, TESTATA 17748 H 4 J2 Bl DU
) 2 AH OG0 15 B S e A I A A PR BN K P
(Cohen et al, 2003): KUK 25 #HGEE AN NRFIE
A T XIS B, 2445 B & B P
AERIR 4 1) 5 3 2 IR T R R s . DA 5y
HTESPSS 28.0% 14 1 58 it o

RJE, RAHGMEFN B R FE R 7oA O 4K
PIor R FR o LR R ad ik 2 M 7 v oK B KAk 2 )
PRBS NS /NMUIE N T7 22, DARR AN [F) 200 5 1 vl
gy PE(Fisher, 1936). fEZ#TH, FATH L0 M2
(priors) ¥ B N 1ZA 2t BRI A LLG], DAFE s

Table 1 Basic information on questionnaire data for the common welfare assessment of the Giant Panda National Park

F i< Stakeholders EMEIX 3% Wolong area [H/KVLIX1#k Baishuijiang area X3 Pingwu area HAh[X 1k Other areas /Mt Sub total
EHHLHA Management agencies 5 29 16 21 71

Hu7BURF Local governments 33 38 50 18 139
LR Experts and scholars 9 2 14 31 56

77 4k Local enterprises 14 20 12 2 48

V% Visitors 19 7 15 11 52

Mtk X Local communities 234 62 98 0 394

LS Total 314 158 205 83 760

UZUIEAZA KIS RATXIHE N, BN, b TFBUFASBEA IR, BS54 RKEF TR, AN L K%,
Respondents with experience in multiple areas or no surveyed areas were categorized as “other areas”. Since the limited number of non-government
organizations and their similarity to experts and scholars, they were grouped under the “experts and scholars”.
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AT A 4 2R PR 1 (Hastie et al, 2009). #x
S, AR 3ANYEFE I R 145 43 HEAT B IR 35 07 22 0 H0T,
DAFR 2R I 28 4 56 3 3 4 RO 2 1R B G ) B Ak 22
(B35 1), 4T 2 H LB M B o 22 S (0 77 TR) R AR
¥ . %45 HTESTATA 17HIPY THONH 58 /%«

31 HAEFEEHER

72 B IR 760 4 1) 45 i (B 5% 3), SR U7
(55.1%) 5% T 1:(44.9%) . 3205 H R B EE )
HiE21-40% (42.0%) F141-60 % (40.4%) 2 i) . Z#
BHRERE LI/ R PR 22 03(30.3%), FIZzii AR K
LR UL EEE (42.6%) M ANBEN T B HUZ Ui
N2 A X E R (51.8%), 3T 1/3 N BUM HLA B1 E %
NN TAEN 2(27.6%), LExFE . DiRA
H 7 Al TAEE %85%. REEMNE. FEAEKIT
DX IR IREA LA 53 591 41.3% - 27.0%F120.8% . H4il
T0%1Z Vi s TR T RRE E K Al .
32 ERATIMKFEREIFMN

mE2F R ), REME R AR 2R A
i HEACFRCN A (mean = 3.35), PEAT M S BMEAK

U4 R (mean = 3.67) £ K35 (mean = 3.23)
4RI (mean = 3.15). H, SRILEYEESA
Tabr B SBEALE BT A $e A s, JUILERIAE Ui 0 AL
(mean = 3.76)F1 L HiU& (mean = 3.71) M E45 L.
ERLEAEEBRAEERK, THESSREK
(mean = 3.07)F1A11% A& (mean = 3.11). 5%
(mean = 3.12) 3N FEbREUR . EILZLEE, NBR
*MZE(mean = 3.08) 17573 & A, 1 AE A M (mean =
3.30)FIEF V147 (mean = 3.32) 75 0 B
33 FImEXEMNERAFMKEMNITENESR

H oG, B S S A VRN 4EFE AR R |
B (A FisR4). KR A mMEE LSS
ST A T E A > HOTBUN > Ui >
LRAH > Ik > Ytk X HFIH 5 E
VAR (22, e 42 B LB 53 5) B 2 ) 2 AH G 2 72
M2 R A R MEPEM /KB SR R . A A O
TE WA R A MR, AR N\ E
R4 RILEER = 0.195). 2RIEZR =
0.14D)FIARILE R = 0.038), 5BE & T A HEHE
A X 35

SRS, A3 FH 2t 0 0] 43 B 40 38 6 5 R 2 AH OG5

A 2RIE Owned by all 4R34 Participated by all 4R A= Shared by all
4 -
____________________________ SR
o |Gl Ll m. 3.67 Common welfare
PR NEE mwawe
3t .
$
2 L
1 | Il 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1
1 2 03 4 OS5 P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 k7
k2 g BE L2 Ui B ME WESF SR AEAEHE BE HE TN
WE IfE D WD M3 M5 ¥z WE 58 53 HE WG HE LE
kS S WE Mg R OHE M ESRE HEmE G e 28
g k2 A5 ME g 5 EMgRE  REINEWE 2% AS
Ei H 2 = 8 &} g R7] g 1§ 8 m
=5 S = < = 8 S f2 S 3
Q © . 8 S «»n m
o 51 0
g s E
&
2
5
(=¥

B2 REBERAELRAFMEITFNER(FENE + fREE). BRMMERSHS RIEHL

Fig. 2 Result of common welfare assessment of the Giant Panda National Park (mean = SD). Indicator scores range from 1 to 5.

HWCs, Human-wildlife conflicts.
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01 SCALIAR. P1 BHIE S1 A A HM
Cultural identity Transparency Eco-compensation
5.00 T---- _ 02 HEHER 5007 P2 [l 5007 S2 N g pM
"~ Livelihoods . Accountability "7~ HWCs compensation
4.25 425+ 425 N
: . 03 &%ﬁﬂ ‘ < S P3O l < S S3MIgEdkE
3.50 1 S Oy HENS 5 50 ; " Consultation 3.50 1 ’ 7 Benefit-sharing
2751 " 04 AR X\ \ pasggm 275 s Rbible
.-~ Land rights - ___.--~"", Participation in _.---""", Employment
\ \[ | i management 2,00 - ’ |
| Oyl = - L PSBERE LSS R
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Fig. 3 Results of stakeholders’ assessment of the common welfare index of the Giant Panda National Park

#2 AREEERLEERLADETFNOS EEFREL

Table 2 Results of hierarchical regression analysis for the common welfare assessment of the Giant Panda National Park

8 Model &% Included indicators 5 IR Adjusted R
£ RIH AR SRR
Owned by all Participated by all Shared by all
B Model 1 F#iAH<# Stakeholders 0.038 0.195 0.141
HERI2 Model 2 FlzidHK#EH . AN AFFAE Stakeholders; personal characteristics 0.061 0.270 0.166
A3 Model 3 Rzt . AN AFFIE. FT{EIX 3, Stakeholders; personal characteristics; area 0.073 0.292 0.167

®3 KREEHEERLEZRLmMETNEIZMFR] 5 (LDA)ER

Table 3 Results of linear discriminant analysis (LDA) for the common welfare assessment of the Giant Panda National Park

SERRF 2 AH K 2K SRR Classified stakeholders
True stakeholders’ classification T TR 7 BUR TR Wral Ui A X B
Management Local Experts and Local Visitors Local Total
agencies governments scholars enterprises communities
FHAHLM Management #& Number 1 47 4 0 1 18 71
agencies LLA Percentage (%) 141 66.2 5.63 0 1.41 25.35 100
7 EUR Local % & Number 0 96 4 0 3 36 139
governments LL# Percentage (%) 0 69.06 2.88 0 2.16 25.9 100
L R%H Bxpertsand  #{&E Number 1 19 6 0 0 30 56
scholars Effl Percentage (%) 1.79 33.93 10.71 0 0 53.57 100
54l Local ¥ Number 0 17 1 2 1 27 48
enterprises ELH51 Percentage (%) 0 35.42 2.08 417 2.08 56.25 100
Vi% Visitors ¥ Number 0 20 4 1 1 26 52
L5l Percentage (%) 0 38.46 7.69 1.92 1.92 50 100
M4k IX Local % & Number 3 23 6 1 3 358 394
communities .4l Percentage (%) 0.76 5.84 1.52 0.25 0.76 90.86 100
KT Total % Number 5 222 25 4 9 495 760
ELf5 Percentage (%) 0.66 29.21 3.29 0.53 1.18 65.13 100
JIMEZE Priors 0.0934 0.1829 0.0737 0.0632 0.0684 0.5184

<SP ZEAR R R VTR SRR ZE AN SR B4, </r KA R R IR LDAMIE 2 V5% & RA SR RIBAEE R, X 2058 dEAT 0570
%, BEMRAIE S0 . IS A TERIRAFR 2 . LDAS K IEHIR AR 55 AH S5 MBS s, R W% REAR 3 Mk 2 1)
RN MBI E R . True stakeholders® classification refers to the actual stakeholder identity of the respondents, while classified
stakeholders are the stakeholders identified and categorized based on respondents’ perceptions of the common welfare using LDA. The bold numbers
represent correctly identified stakeholders. A higher probability of correctly identifying stakeholders through LDA indicates a higher degree of
consensus on the common welfare perception among individuals within the group.
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Fig. 4 Results of linear discriminant analysis for the common welfare assessment of the Giant Panda National Park

®4 REREERLCEERADMETNHRERRSEMS ELLROTER

Table 4 Results of one-way ANOVA and multiple comparison analysis for the common welfare assessment of the Giant Panda

National Park

g3 ZH i) Between groups 207y Within groups F B2 HISHL Post-hoc test (P < 0.05)

Dimension P75 Al Sum of squares df P75 Sum of squares df Sig. FRIAE e o5 4 2 JE Bonferroni or Tamhane

AERIEE 33828 5 725.172 7547.034  0.000 RN > LEREE, IR, Ui, HiiX; #h77

Owned by all BUF > %Hutk[X Management agencies > experts and
scholars, local enterprises, visitors, local communities; local
governments > local communities

ARLHE 151731 5 607.269 75437.679 0.000 EFEAHLM, HOTBUN > £FFEE, oM R > 4

Participated b [X Management agencies, local governments > experts

by all and scholars, local enterprises; visitors > local communities

ARIME 110934 5 648.066 75425.814 0.000 EHEIHUM, HOTBUR, TRY¥E, M5 al, UE > 4

Benefit by all X, B BUR > HiJ74k Management agencies, local

government, experts and scholars, local enterprises, visitors >
local communities; local governments > local enterprises

Z (A FRIARACL P B 22 S 1k (P14 o 25 SR B IR(R3) R A
J7 BURF (69.06%) 1 24 Hb 4t [X(90.86%) 4 &1 FE I 31,
W B P S B A 6] 4 A 28 1 TR B A7 AR i 3 %2
Ro GEREATTLAE, HhOF BUF R BRI 4 R
A sa PR Lo, £ R T L AN
BN, AR X R R . X B A IR
AR PEVPAN 22 5 25 AR T 7 BURF RIS LR 4
ok XA AR F k2 (8], Horf, B E LA A Y
J7 BURF A4 A 2 PE R VP A B, it 4 X
MR, £ K23 HI7 il F U5 2 I SE A 4b - rh
[ 7K

wJa, SiaRE R ZE ST 2 E R T,
W 22 S (A2 BE RN 7 ) (34, PR 366), R BILF 2 AR

KEMNERIE, aRIEE. ERILZRIFNFE
BEER. £ERILFRFEN, Tx¥E. T4l
528 3R A a A VR — 3, BB T 7
ENAL, A X R P BB AR T DT B LAY
AU o b, 0P AE 7 PRI E Z i [X (mean
= 3.15) 5 HH ) (mean = 4.4). H1 7 (mean =
4.19) A ZE R OR. FEA RIS, B 5 e
BURE A 7 BUR O PPAR — 3, 25 T HoAd i )
AR, LRFEE . IR K — 2L,
AbTr A B AL X VAN BRI . BART E,
Ittt XX 2 5 Y (mean = 2.40)iFA K, H5
EHEHLH (mean = 4.27)F1Hh 77 BUR (mean = 4.05)%
FiK. ERRILZEEME, itk X r P 1K
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[ RSNy EE N

T HABF ZEAR I, Ho7 Mk PP B 35K T 24 3
BN o B 35 10 22 572 Y ok X0 N B SR
(mean = 2.35) P KIRAE T Hh 5 5 B LA (mean =
4.10) 147 BUF (mean = 4.19), HuJ7 Al ) 6 4
F(mean = 3.21)JPEAH T E K T 17 BUM (mean =
4.16).

41 FImMEXERNERAFMEKFERKINE R
T B L

ARSCHIEFT S5 SRR A F M a5 AR 2 RA 7
PERPHT AR E ZE R . BRI S, BEIG i
T7 B 4 B A 2 7K I PPN de s, BT Al
Vi BN 5 23 AN AL, ik X PEA
Ao %45 BIGUE T Murphree (1994)32¢ H A 25 41
KE SRR, RURILRE B P R AR 7
#1:1X 47 3% (community institutional actors). BUFAT
5J)# (government institutional actors)FlIEEUF 175l
# (non-governmental institutional actors). +tH1IEEL
AT ENH BAENGOs. il BFFCR A NI EE
EISIER TBUN . #1 IXFIAEBUR AT 338 ) I AH B 26
RN 2 P K.

bel 4= B2 s ME VAR 9T: iR i AH DG 3 TR A4 £

411 BFTEE

Murphree (1994)¥8H, BUMNAT3IE 6 5 1)
BORIFI S0 Jg, ABATTH 0 W B, A7 ORI 30 H 5395,
A RGN EK o bl BN N30 T7 U 2
KA K b B AT 30 . iR (RS ER A
el At S A T 58D, 1 A T LA S AT TR X A
FelSG AR AS ORY . HARBEIR B B R
HEHE, oS 5EHEMEMAHEN ST, A
LHBUG A LA X R R SBUTRFEAT
Ao A T A R B ARSI AL, AT {3
AT ARG TR Wi e
SEHRTT, JRRCE F 5 A e B T AR A TR T
PEo PIE AR E SO bl PR 748 PR A 2 B AT AP I
77, BAERBEARTT 2R A M KFRIIREE . KRR
0 L 5K A el 4 BRI 5 1 O IBURT 0T 4 R A 28 MR
= EEVEY, — 7 A2 RO AH GBI . AR R
NAGEI TR, o — 7 R AR B & TAE
f = BT
412 #EXiTEhE

FOX T BURF . AEBURAT S, 41 XAT8h#E X 4
R SPERTA Fabr PPN B AR, WIEH 22 07 Tk
R 55 A BEAR (West et al, 2006). Murphree

LUty . HOTEN [R5 L
mstit?.l:ieg:llearcl:ttors Local government National park management agencies <] 75 High
A A A A
|5
Advice | | Support Service| | Management and feedback Management §
o
S |- |
i \] SEF‘% \J Heds \] i z
SRS ! 5 ervice Service . ] 1)
i : LREH worpl TV g g
on-g | Experts and scholars —___ >  Local enterprises ’ Visitors 1 g
institutional actors ! i P A W ! O
| Evaluation Supervision H s
s g g g P S ' EL—
Ful
258 I 25 Wies £
Hﬁ% S Participation Hﬁ% Service Sch¥ Y
Service| | Support . Service .. Support ®
supervision supervision
i e W
Management Supervision
. Y \/ Y 17
*XATEhE 1
Community W4t X Local communities N low

institutional actors

E5 BT, X, EBAFTEHENEXXRAREERAFEEIFMNKE
Fig. 5 Relations between government, community, and non-government institutional actors, and their associated common wealth
levels
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SRS KRR S A 4 R s VE VPN I FE: T A DG IR A

(1994)IN A, +EXAT B3 ZBUMAT B3 10 & BRI 3R
BURAT B3 SRR, 2 5 B4 78 4025 R AN 2 8 (1) X6
R, BN G Z 8 EAFNYE 1 24 (Jones, 2009) .

22 b A X0 K BE A 2R A Tl 4 R SR VRN
K, 32 B A B 5 [ R 2 57 5 Rk 2 L X
T B 25 () LE T 2657 30030, 1T 6 T i R R PR 1
PAEGEE. NKBERIE TR S E Z T
T S T 3 B 1 AR B T PR 48 B S I (28, 20235 5K
5155, 2024) . a0, TEEFA S E ST, KAERE
FNNE N 5 9 S0 32 B R AE W40 S R4 &
Fi3F; M ORI AR I A T 2)64.9% 1) 5 EE 2 N
R R, B WA R F2,185.6 7T, 1E K
(AR AL R (1) AR b5 AU TRI38.5% (Ma et al,
2023). EARBEATFR. BME. B, FIIEHIX
G 7 AR RIS BORME ) B2, AEATYARAFLE 1 R 52
A R BT 4 AN 7 R AN T S TR HE 11 1) R
FHOM RAE AR BRI HER S, 2019; T4k
BATEERR, 2021; Gao et al, 2023). K5 & K&
P, Bl A B i s e B (M2 ) R RROR T,
BB AME, FECEINER ), PR .(E
BAMEIR D, RAR1,0002 Bk (—4F) Re A 4 g
%27

FLUR, A X 5528 el 8 57 ) St AR 2
ERCRRER BT kR, BT A X R R A R
AU E (B 2R 4, 2020). BARKRERE R A
Vel 305 43 b DX (A o ) PR IR R 1A XL
Hil, EMARHET BIFA X X E R L5
RS BARNTFEY . VA8 M LKA LS 5 e s 7
Mo Eo s o A BN Z I K A A A4 FHEAS
RFAVE AL, 0 FVR I R S E O, AR A
A2 BAR, T L BLAE G T-3), At il 2 A
HAH, AEEEERBEARZR. b, EHHH
oy R R, I 5K 8 el 101 K1) FE R 7 43 AT AL IX
S5 MG HNRERF, ec—amsk, Aoxd
RIRSL T — A8 FL b, X EER. S5
FIEMAEE, ERFL. RIESR. =THESE
F T e AE R (R AT A, 2019, H KRS,
2019; FHFLEE, 2023). fildn, HEEETE5(2019)7E =11
TREZR AR R, X2 5108585
PSR IIE, ARG BRI .

Fah, KRR SR S EGE X G AR A

PEPPN BRI R B R 2 — (5K 91 55, 2024). IEARFR
SRR, SRR AL AR XSLEIE RS
5 FERMN T MEL XK, 2B EH KPR
fiG. FRECR. AN LER G HRES . A—
B X BRI R R R SRR3R 78 A (I LA AR 35 4,
S5RTFE. BRXAREERENMN R FERR. &6
IITREER, “(FRAFBCSERA N ) 5 ok e 2l 40
HRIER . I HA MR Rl 2. 720k
Prlfat, FARER)RXEILE, FATKZ ES 2
e AL RS U Al AR L R R AE B RE B P K
(Kusumawati & Visser, 2016; Warren & Visser,
2016). 3HZ B (Lund & Saito-Jensen, 2013). Ffll
$i(Waheduzzaman et al, 2018)%% H SR AP 4L [X
ARSI R T AL
413 FEBUFITENE

Murphree (1994)I\9, JEBURNATBh#H ERE A
(permanence) A1 < £ (focus) > 77 1T [X 1] T~ HoAth
T . BRI S, AU, B3R LA X
HAA I VE R RAE, 5 EE 5 B ) 58 R A AR E S
MEAEBURAT B3 (k. & 55 R 25 45 )il
55 [ 52 [l 2 A 72 I TF) BOAFAE S 46, I & G 3))
WL A A A —E IR . H4h, BURFRIEE
XAT B3 5 FE 5 o bl R 2 4R R, HOGTE A
HXTERE, W2 RS . TS, A
AN AETT 7 THI T T ARBURAT 3 8 R AR E
ok ESEF AR A ERE, A EFRK.
BRFFHENFAT R IERFETR, HKESR
FXT R R o X AT AEBURFAT 312 X0 1 5 A Tl PR SRV =
PR AR AL, PR tBARXS 2 oA TR E .

FE R RER I 5 A W B FE b, AEBURAT 82 1)
P SR AL . T IR BUR AT 31 B SR BY AN A,
FEVRU AR s oL SRR AR 7 Eotn, BUR B¢
Jil Aok 2 55 1 58 el 2 e, (EUAH SR BUSR 1M R 58 3%,
fRAE AN PN SR B A, BART E, REEX
AR VFZE N AR B, S 585 ME K
(R BSRE H R B A, BT S 5K 2R
(FIB5E, 2024) IEARFERNV ST & X FA14L R
Ui, (BUR)A AR W, LB ee i H & a] 278 1 1),
B R AE — Mz X OO0 =2 E A% O # ] X ] LT
JE. ” iEMERARMERARETHAR, §
BV B A T — . BRI, AT R
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BRI ERAS T Mk, FEOE 2 RV A RILE 4
fE, REFZRGEXNRA T, “RNAZE I E R
0T G 1 A %) 7 ThO e A P A, BR v ) B . AR
M, THRFEFHERNBUN . EENA LA AL X T
i 78 3, S P VAR MR 2 (Brechin et al, 2003;
Pullin & Knight, 2009). AT T7E 3 fig 41 X 5 =K 1 ] B
T REU 5%, X RSB E AL, Ik
WMHENGOHE F KR “ER AR 2N T ik
Y3 AL X ) BF I . .. AR FEF, fhrESS
TR AP By 1 .
42 MREBRERLEERAFHEMMIEI

RT3 A 5 0 KRB B 5 [l 42 IR
A s PERIVER BRI, (EXF 4 RIL @A R IL
PPN R R I . X R KRR E K A [
EARILH Z AR A o] B, (R4 Rt
A RILZZHAIR AR Hrr, F&EAE I H x4
RILEMMIP R Z, BPESHRE. JE R
ZH5EMIM. ok, EaRILEIH, Fa5He
0T NP TRAMENL I S EERAC . Rk, AR A
FEH DU RGBS X 3, DASR TR 5 A OG5 K
REH [ 5K A [l 42 R 2 PE I VE AR

B, TEAM TR, SWEIEBURF AN
Z 57 AR T RAE, 2020). X T AR, Al
TR SR A 2 E A A5y ek R RS
A2 MR, W& RS, vl s KRR 4
N RRIREHKEE S S5EERP RS G
B 6T A, ATE R BSOS SRR A
Bl BEAACRE T R TR E K.
HEHAE

HxR, Mg T XHE ZBORM B &R, 24
T A DX LA, (kA X s I 4 R 5k 51 A
ML, 2019). LLn?E (EK AR H iR 4
XA DUk 1 77 85 B0 R AN EORF A 24 b A [X 2
5N TARE A, RERDE+E XL %0 &4
X ILE o 8IS BORE T Bolt— R4 X T RR4L

KSR, N RE B 2K 2 Dol AR 2 20 5 R R I R A 7,

TR XS KA BE G R R, R AL X TE
RPN, ISR A Ik R A 5 43K
R, AN S LRI RN AL, 8 7 T
BEEORWHEAITK ], 2023).

Iela, NARBEBUR S A X R oA 3= 4 2 18] (1) 74

WAL, WORAEE B FiEFE. 2 5 hE.
S5 R AR, FE3E N &) 2 3 A X B
JF TAE A5 A5 F0 2 7 (Randle & Hoye, 2016). FAk
it 5 E K RE A ] 5K A [l 3 Bl A AR 2 8 i ke 4
A VRS E AL, 7T LIS I 7 LA AT 3
KRE B SN el B 7 4 58 AR K 5 TR I 4 FE A5 T
SOENEEAS . WERFIS 5 R .
43 MRBRFARRE

AR PR 32 AR IR LA R A T . B G,
TV &5 AN BE 5 42 2 W b Jse it 4 A 2 1R 1
SERRERK . R B KA E A A2 5 ML R T
B, 5 R a3 AH G AT RERT 4 RN R PR TR
FEEAR, SEEMITFMF AL RO R %E. v
% Hu7 A AR A A m MEAE A I A A R
VR Z AT EAERIR IR AN TRA TR, “URRLZ %
) A B/BUR, B Ega T HOSLIEA . RORH AT
A CLRH ERE WAL & TR bR R, IS TR
NS H A HLUT EDH S E. BER AR
SEE BRS K. S X 3 5 22 06
FROEECEFIEE 558, 2023), PALEA b B KA el 4
AT PERI ST . BAh, A D BEAEAN A f 45 2
B B 528 [ 4 B A 28 PR ZKCSP A T K ER B, 8-
TE AN [A] [ 55 o el 4 B 2 2t 1 7T EL BRI 7

AR FEE TR a5 A AN A, $RH T &
I T 5% 8 el 4 BN 2R ME AP I FR AR AN T i, I RA
KB B K AT BT T SEEfft 7t . 45 R Bow,
KRB R A T 4 A 38 P AR K P i, Horp 4
RO AR, e RILE B, AR HE 2
M) 4 B A 2 PEVPAN O BRE Rl 3R, Hb T IBURT AN B R
PR EF, M7l UiR R K PR B
S, M OT AR XN 2 . BBGEE SRR ER IS
L7 QMg s, s vamas iieiE, st iEsh
FEDX LA SEBAMETI T . (R n] RS R R S
B s 7 A X AN 2

Bt BB S RARAR P AR R AL AT
RAGF. B KA E R E W) E R kS
ek, BENRL AR, R A R B RE ST, b
FRF LKA REY PO, HILREASS . #RA
REEEL, W EASKREZHIRIL, @) 44k
A e 3R R B LR IR S RALEAT LA, ARG
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