
Citation: Zheng, W.; Qiu, H.;

Morrison, A.M. Applying a

Combination of SEM and fsQCA to

Predict Tourist Resource-Saving

Behavioral Intentions in Rural

Tourism: An Extension of the Theory

of Planned Behavior. Int. J. Environ.

Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 1349.

https://doi.org/10.3390/

ijerph20021349

Academic Editor: Hak Jun Song

Received: 29 November 2022

Revised: 1 January 2023

Accepted: 10 January 2023

Published: 11 January 2023

Copyright: © 2023 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

International  Journal  of

Environmental Research

and Public Health

Article

Applying a Combination of SEM and fsQCA to Predict Tourist
Resource-Saving Behavioral Intentions in Rural Tourism: An
Extension of the Theory of Planned Behavior
Wei Zheng 1, Hongliang Qiu 2,3,4,* and Alastair M. Morrison 5

1 School of Tourism and Foreign Languages, Tourism College of Zhejiang, Hangzhou 311231, China;
vickiz@tourzj.edu.cn

2 Postdoctoral Station of Business Administration, Fudan University, Shanghai 200433, China
3 School of Business Administration, Tourism College of Zhejiang, Hangzhou 311231, China
4 Zhejiang Academy of Culture & Tourism Development, Hangzhou 311231, China
5 School of Management and Marketing, Greenwich Business School, University of Greenwich, Old Royal

Naval College, Park Row, London SE10 9LS, UK; a.morrison@greenwich.ac.uk
* Correspondence: qiuhongliang1127@163.com

Abstract: How to save resources and protect the environment at destinations is one of the hot issues
in tourism. One effective solution is to cultivate tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions (TRSBI).
Prior studies mainly use Structural equation modeling (SEM) to explore its antecedents, whereas
other potential methods (i.e., fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis, fsQCA for short) have been
less adopted. This study combines SEM and fsQCA to examine TRSBI in a rural tourism context.
Specifically, SEM is executed to investigate how environmental concern influences TRSBI based on
the theory of planned behavior (TPB), while fsQCA is applied to uncover the multiple configurations
in the TRSBI formation. The findings from SEM indicated that (1) environmental concern positively
and directly influenced TRSBI; (2) TPB constructs (i.e., attitudes toward the behavior, subjective
norms, and perceived behavioral control) positively and separately mediated the associations of
environmental concern with TRSBI. The fsQCA outcomes showed that three configurations result
in a high level of TRSBI: (1) high attitudes toward the behavior, subjective norms, and perceived
behavioral control, (2) high attitudes toward the behavior, subjective norms, and environmental
concern, and (3) high attitudes toward the behavior, perceived behavioral control, and environmental
concern. The combined approaches offer a systematic and holistic solution to explore TRSBI in
rural tourism.

Keywords: tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions; theory of planned behavior; fuzzy-set
qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA); environmental concern

1. Introduction

Rural tourism develops at a rapid pace worldwide [1]. Enjoying advantages of natural
landscape, traditional culture, and leisure traits, rural tourism plays an irreplaceable role in
tourism sector, and makes significant contributions to economic revitalization, poverty alle-
viation, agricultural transformation, natural resources management, local culture revival,
and resident well-being improvement [2,3]. It has also been particularly favored by people
during COVID-19 pandemic [4]. Having been restricted from international travels, people
are cautious about population density, space, and restorative environment [5]. Working
as an effective development strategy, rural tourism attracts increasing attention from both
scholars and practitioners with the focus on sustainability [6].

Tourists’ deep engagement in tourism inevitably brings negative environmental ef-
fects at destinations [7]. Rural destinations are challenged with overcrowding, increased
greenhouse gas emissions, water pollution, vegetation destruction, mounting waste, and
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resources overuse [8,9]. Ecological environment and resources have laid foundation for
tourism development, but public unawareness of and indifferent regard for them greatly
weaken a destination’s appeal [10]. It is particularly true with rural destinations. Resources,
especially natural resources, constitute rustic landscapes which are at the core of rural
destination attractiveness [11]. The #15 Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) of the 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development calls on people worldwide to “protect, restore, and
promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat de-
sertification, and halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss” [12,13]. As
such, resources at rural destinations should be well preserved and sustained. Environmen-
tal issues could be managed through correcting individual behaviors [14], and behavioral
changes can lead to significant reduction of resource consumption [15]. Tourists are crucial
stakeholders at destinations [16], and resource-saving behavior as a key factor mitigates
negative environmental effects caused by tourism activities [17]. To ensure sustainability in
rural areas, it is imperative to nurture tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

Regarding the research on resource-saving behavior, a plethora of literature has cen-
tered on its segmentation including water-saving and energy-saving behaviors, squarely
with household, workplace, and hotel settings [17,18], lacking a comprehensive perspective
and broader context. To fill the gap, a theoretical framework is of prime importance. Among
the most frequently used theories for predicting human behaviors, the theory of planned
behavior (TPB) is one of the dominant paradigms [19]. TPB holds that one’s intention to
perform a certain behavior is a proxy for actual behavior [20,21], while this intention is
driven by the three endogenous components, i.e., attitudes toward the behavior, subjective
norms, and perceived behavioral control [22]. TPB has well predicted pro-environmental
behaviors and intentions, including ecological behavior, environmental behavior, green ho-
tel consumption choice, pro-environmental behavior and low-carbon travel intentions [23].
Resource-saving behavior as an important segment of pro-environmental behavior is
expected to justify the robustness of TPB. In addition, as TPB is centered on rational at-
tributes of individual behaviors, it is acknowledged that TPB’s extension with constructs
included according to specific situations is necessary and could enhance its explanatory
power [24,25]. Hence, there are solid grounds for this research to apply the TPB framework
to explore tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

Rural tourism development leans on natural resources. Influential factors guiding
tourists to save resources could include tourist concern for the environment [26,27]. A
widespread notion of environmental concern is that it is fundamental in environmental
research, a significant determinant during consumer decision-making process [28] and a
valuable driver of pro-environmental behavior [29]. In rural settings, rustic environment,
nature-based activities, and local green food rely on and develop under green principles.
For instance, nature-based activities encourage tourists to get more connected to nature
by minimizing automobiles and enjoy walking, bicycles, battery carts, and local trans-
portation, since speed and carbon emission destroy the connection with rural resources;
meanwhile relate their environmental concern to polices including landscape sustainability,
air and water quality supervision, waste management, pollution control, resource saving,
and alternative energy application [30,31]. Therefore, rural tourists are more sensitive
to environmental problems, more environmentally concerned, and more appreciative of
resource-saving behavior. A stronger environmental concern is more likely to provoke
willingness to pro-environmental engagement [32,33]. Unfortunately, the relationship be-
tween environmental concern and tourist resource-saving behavior has been less discussed
with regard to rural tourism in the extant literature. As such, it provides an opportunity
for this TPB research to include environmental concern and examine its effect on tourist
resource-saving behavioral intentions.

In addition, environmental concern is ascribed to general attitudes formed toward
real-world phenomena, while attitudes toward the behavior as a TPB endogenous construct
tend to demonstrate specifically positive/negative evaluation toward a certain object [34].
Studies demonstrated that environmental concern (i.e., general attitudes) positively affected
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specific attitudes, and further impacted individual decision making [30]. Undoubtedly,
environmental concern can be treated as a separate antecedent beside attitudes in this
research. Regarding the underlying differences resulted by influences of two types of
attitudes on individual behavior, it is therefore important to investigate the influence
mechanism of tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions by integrating both attitudes
(i.e., environmental concern and specific attitudes toward the behavior).

To identify and compare configurations leading to resource-saving behavioral inten-
tions, fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA) was applied in this research. The
reasons are threefold. First, a traditional analysis method like Structural equation modeling
(SEM) is good at examining variables’ linear connections and emphasizing simple and
symmetric associations between antecedents and outcomes, but is unable to demonstrate
complex multi-factorial and concurrent causality; second, fsQCA facilitates the exami-
nation of aggregation relationships and further comprehensive implementation paths;
third, given that social phenomenon is a complex and its causal mechanism alters due to
various conditions, it is necessary to systematically identify causal logics so as to better
explain complicated social phenomenon [35]. The combination of SEM and fsQCA has
gained positive results in tourism management [36–38]. To this end, the current study
adopted both SEM and fsQCA as a more comprehensive methodological perspective to
understand the formation mechanism of tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions in
rural tourism context.

Given the above argument, the current study applied the theory of planned behavior
(TPB) as the theoretical underpinning for exploring the formation of tourist resource-saving
behavioral intentions. The objectives of this research were to: (1) analyze tourist resource-
saving behavioral intentions in rural tourism context and employ the theory of planned
behavior to fulfill it; (2) test the mediating role of TPB constructs (i.e., attitudes toward the
behavior, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control) in the relationship between
environmental concern and tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions; and (3) reveal the
causal configurations that lead to tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions and apply
fsQCA to achieve it. This research enriches our understanding of tourist resource-saving
behavioral intentions from a methodological perspective. The extended TPB model with
the combination of SEM and fsQCA allows for a more comprehensive way to exploring
the mechanism forming tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions in rural tourism
contexts, and offers a practical reference for destination management organizations by
strengthening the synergistic integration of attitudes toward the behavior, subjective norms,
and perceived behavioral control as well as environmental concern and attitudes toward
the behavior to promote resource-saving behavioral intentions.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development
2.1. Tourist Resource-Saving Behavioral Intentions (TRSBI)

Resource saving nowadays does not mean reducing food and clothing, nor simply
suppressing reasonable consumption needs. It has a brand-new decipherment: to make
sustainable management of resources so as to ensure social sustainable development. As
such, resource-saving behavior could be interpreted as reduction, reuse, and recycling
behaviors that people perform in daily life motivated by resource sustainable use and social
sustainable development goals [39].

Resource-saving behavior is among main ways to strengthen resource efficiency and
helps mitigate environmental problems including climate change, natural resource diminu-
tion, and waste issues [17]. Therefore, it is prone to being altruistic in nature. Its seg-
ment behaviors include purchase, usage, and disposal, some of which feature immedi-
ate (direct) resource consumption reduction (e.g., reuse, water and electricity conserva-
tion, and plastic bag reduction), and some of which stress long-term (indirect) efforts
(e.g., purchasing energy-saving and high-efficient household appliances, and selecting
new energy vehicles) [39]. The research hereby refers tourist resource-saving behavioral
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intentions to tourist willingness to conduct altruistic behaviors on reduction, reuse, and
recycling in order to promote resource efficiency and sustainability at tourism destinations.

2.2. Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) and the Extension of TPB

The theory of planned behavior is regarded as one of the most effective theoretical
frameworks in predicting and examining human behaviors [12], including a wide range of
pro-environmental behaviors [40]. TPB has been applied to examine segment behaviors
and intentions including energy saving [41], electricity saving [42], water saving [43],
food waste reduction [44], e-waste management [45], recycling [46], reuse [47], sustainable
purchase [48], renewable energy technology installation [49], transport mode shift e.g.,
using and sharing bicycles [34,50], and adopting hybrid electric vehicles [51] and banning
gasoline ones [52]. However, resource-saving behavior as a whole has not yet been studied.
Backed by the above evidence, this research used TPB as a fundamental and feasible
theoretical framework to explore tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

Three endogenous components constitute TPB, all of which lead to individual behaviors [22].
The first is attitudes toward the behavior which are defined as a person’s overall appraisal
of performing a behavior [22]. Attitudes represent a person’s psychological assessment
procedure before performing an action [12]. According to the expectation–disconfirmation
paradigm, attitudes exhibit causal nexus with behavior, i.e., a favorable expectation evokes
positive attitudes which further produce a positive motivational force to provoke behav-
ioral intentions, while an unfavorable expectation elicits negative attitudes that lead to
behavior avoidance [53]. For instance, attitudes have been found to exert a significant
influence on both household and workplace energy saving intentions [54,55]. Given the
above discussion, the research’s first hypothesis was:

H1. Attitudes toward the behavior positively impact tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

The second component is subjective norms which are conceptualized as perceived
social pressure when an individual is considering whether or not to conduct a behavior [22].
Subjective norms emphasize that an individual tends to listen to his/her surrounding
people like family, relatives, friends, and colleagues [56]. Their opinions sound important
and valuable [30], and act as a motivational force suggesting one to avoid being excluded
from the group or community by adjusting behavior to accord with social referents [21,53].
This viewpoint is consistent with the cognitive dissonance theory which believes that the
conflict between an individual’s beliefs and behavior motivates him/her to alter attitude
or action [57]. The association between subjective norms and behavioral intentions has
been well documented in the tourism literature, for instance, positive connections were
recorded between social norms and customer purchase intention on energy-efficient home
appliances [58] and low-carbon footprint products at restaurants [59]. Hence, the second
hypothesis was followed:

H2. Subjective norms positively impact tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

The third element is perceived behavioral control which is regarded as ease or difficulty
perception of a person’s concerning performing a behavior [22]. Perceived behavioral
control shows a person’s estimation of the resources presented as opportunities or obstacles
to adopt a given behavior [60]. If one perceives a high level of control over the behavior,
this perception will encourage his/her engagement in that behavior [61]; otherwise, the
perceived difficulty may discourage one from further action [53]. The findings of prior
research confirmed a positive link between perceived behavioral control and intentions [62],
for instance, consumers’ perceived behavioral control positively influenced their intentions
to bring a reusable bag for shopping [63] and purchase green food [64]. The third hypothesis
was thus put forward:

H3. Perceived behavioral control positively impacts tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 1349 5 of 23

Although TPB’s significant efficacy in examining various behaviors has been validated [65],
it is incapable in all situations, and proper extensions would enhance its effectiveness [25].
The inclusion of environmental concern is believed to better fit the extended TPB theoretical
framework in rural tourism context.

2.3. Environmental Concern (EC)

Environmental Concern (EC) is defined as the degree to which people are aware of
environmental issues as well as support efforts/willingness to solve them [66]. It is used
interchangeably with the term New Ecological Paradigm (NEP) in literature [67]. Compared
with attitudes toward the behavior which indicate emotional evaluation of specific objects,
environmental concern relates to an individual’s more general perceptions about the
environment, quite often with unfavorable ones like worry, displeasure, uncertainty, and
compassion [33,68,69].

Extant studies have demonstrated that environmental concern significantly influences
behavioral intentions [70]. For instance, environmental concern significantly influenced
consumers’ purchase intention for green products [71] as well as their green hotel visit
intention [68]. Accordingly, the fourth hypothesis was suggested:

H4. Environmental concern positively impacts tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

Environmental concern is also an important factor in driving environmental attitudes [28].
An individual with higher level of environmental concern tends to have a more positive
perception of a product [72]. For instance, a positive link was observed between environ-
mental concern and user’s attitude toward bicycle-sharing adoption [34]. Environmental
concern also related positively to attitude towards eco-friendly apparel [73]. To this end,
the research proposed the fifth hypothesis:

H5. Environmental concern positively impacts attitudes toward the behavior.

An individual’s subjective norms are influenced via family and peer groups acting
as “significant others” [70]. If one is highly environmentally concerned, he/she will
obtain stronger support from reference people and show more interest in adopting hybrid
electric vehicles [51] and accepting green energy brands [74]. Hence, the sixth hypothesis
was drawn:

H6. Environmental concern positively impacts subjective norms.

Having known the benefits of green consumption, an individual cares more about
environment issues. Increased environmental concern reduces individual’s perception
of difficulty when performing pro-environmental behaviors [70]. This was confirmed by
positive connections between consumer’s environmental concern and perceived behavioral
control on energy-efficient home appliances [75]. Thus, the last hypothesis was suggested:

H7. Environmental concern positively impacts perceived behavioral control.

2.4. The Conceptual Model

Based on the arguments above, this research presented the conceptual model (Figure 1)
to explore tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions. This conceptual model is devel-
oped on the basis of the theory of the planned behavior originally proposed by Ajzen [22].



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 1349 6 of 23
Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, x FOR PEER REVIEW 6 of 24 
 

 

developed on the basis of the theory of the planned behavior originally proposed by Ajzen 

[22]. 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual model. 

3. Method 

3.1. Measurement 

Construct measurements are listed in Table 1 by adopting 5-point Likert scales from 

5 (“strongly agree”) to 1 (“strongly disagree”). All the items have been well identified, and 

some modifications were made to suit the specific situation. Appendix A presents detailed 

measurements of all constructs. 

Table 1. The measurement items. 

Construct  Item  Source 

Attitudes toward the behavior 

(ATT) 

ATT1 

Song et al. (2012) 

[76] 

ATT2 

ATT3 

ATT4 

Subjective norms 

(SN) 

SN1 
Lee et al. (2012); 

Song et al. (2014) 

[77,78] 

SN2 

SN3 

SN4 

Perceived behavioral control 

(PBC) 

PBC1 

Meng & Choi (2016) 

[30] 

PBC2 

PBC3 

PBC4 

Environmental concern 

(EC) 

EC1 
Han (2015); 

Kiatkawsin & Han (2017) 

[65,79] 

EC2 

EC3 

EC4 

Tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions 

(TRSBI) 

TRSBI1 

Qiu & Zhou (2017) 

[80] 

TRSBI2 

TRSBI3 

TRSBI4 

TRSBI5 

Figure 1. Conceptual model.

3. Method
3.1. Measurement

Construct measurements are listed in Table 1 by adopting 5-point Likert scales from
5 (“strongly agree”) to 1 (“strongly disagree”). All the items have been well identified, and
some modifications were made to suit the specific situation. Appendix A presents detailed
measurements of all constructs.

Table 1. The measurement items.

Construct Item Source

Attitudes toward the behavior
(ATT)

ATT1
Song et al. (2012)

[76]
ATT2
ATT3
ATT4

Subjective norms
(SN)

SN1
Lee et al. (2012);
Song et al. (2014)

[77,78]

SN2
SN3
SN4

Perceived behavioral control
(PBC)

PBC1
Meng & Choi (2016)

[30]
PBC2
PBC3
PBC4

Environmental concern
(EC)

EC1
Han (2015);

Kiatkawsin & Han (2017)
[65,79]

EC2
EC3
EC4

Tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions
(TRSBI)

TRSBI1

Qiu & Zhou (2017)
[80]

TRSBI2
TRSBI3
TRSBI4
TRSBI5

3.2. Pretest

Bilingual translation and back-translation were used for the survey. After that, a
pretest was conducted before the formal survey. A panel of professionals including four
destination practitioners and three tourism scholars were invited to evaluate the content
validity [81]. Later, a sample of 80 qualified domestic tourists performed the pretest. While
doing the questionnaire, they carefully checked all the items and gave feedback. The scale’s
reliability and validity were both desirable [82].

3.3. Sample and Data Collection

The snowball sampling approach was selected and the reasons were twofold. First, this
method has enjoyed a wide application in tourism research including tourist behavior [35].
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Second, due to occasional occurrences of COVID-19 pandemic and strict preventive reg-
ulations across the country, on-site data collection turned out to be much more difficult.
Therefore, the snowball sampling became a choice in recent research [83].

The procedure of the snowball sampling was conducted in this way: within their social
network, the researchers sent the questionnaire to invited informants who then referred
other informants to join the survey. The process repeated these steps until enough valid
data has been collected [84]. Notably, informants as respondents in the snowball sampling
methodology were selected with the following requirements: had visited a rural destination
within one month, and had a clear memory of it [23]. Moreover, to achieve a successful
survey, all research assistants were well trained about the sampling method.

The research team first found 9 qualified respondents (families, friends, relatives, and
colleagues included) in their social network to complete the questionnaire. Then, each
respondent invited 9 more respondents at most for the second-round questionnaire com-
pletion. This step was repeated until the final round. At last, a total of 600 questionnaires
strictly adhering to requirements and steps were collected. A total of 546 questionnaires
were valid, suggesting a 91% response rate. The sample presented a comparatively balanced
gender ratio of 48.2% males and 51.8% females. Some 54% of the participants were aged
below 25, and 46% were 25 years and older. Some 3.8% of them had middle school educa-
tion or below; 16.7% were graduates of high school or technical secondary school; a large
proportion of 79.5% received a Bachelor’s degree or above. With regard to the locations of
rural tourism destinations that had been visited by participants, within the city accounted
for 62.8%; not in the city but within the province, 25.8%; and outside the province, 11.4%.
Among these rural destinations, many were at Yuhang District and Chun’an County of
Hangzhou City, as well as Anji County of Huzhou City within Zhejiang Province. Twenty-
one items corresponded to 546 valid responses in the questionnaire, suggesting the latter
was over twenty times the former, which met Jackson (2003)’s requirement as an effective
sample [85]. Both values of skewness (−0.839~−0.209) and kurtosis (−0.436~0.808) met
the requirements as well [12].

3.4. Analysis Methods

This research applied both Structural equation modeling (SEM) and fuzzy-set qualita-
tive comparative analysis (fsQCA) methods. The former as a variable-oriented approach
analyzes linearity between variables, focusing on the net effect; the latter deals with asym-
metric relationship between variables, offering insights into the non-linear effect, i.e.,
configurations of many variables for an outcome [86]. Hence, SEM was employed in this
study to analyze linear associations between environmental concern, attitudes, subjective
norms, perceived behavioral control, and tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions,
while fsQCA was introduced to test combinational factors leading to resource-saving
behavioral intentions.

4. Results
4.1. Measurement Model Assessment

As per Gerbing and Anderson (1988) [87], a two-step approach was adopted by exam-
ining the measurement model first and then the structural model [88]. The confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) tested the measurement before hypotheses assessment. Based on
the conceptual model (see Figure 1), an overall goodness of fit test was performed on
the measurement model. The results were: χ2/df = 1.955, RMR = 0.019, RMSEA = 0.042,
GFI = 0.942, TLI = 0.978, NFI = 0.963, IFI = 0.981, CFI = 0.981, indicating a good fit to meet
the requirement [89].

The overall measurement reliability was 0.947, with Cronbach’s α ranging from 0.886
to 0.942 as well as composite reliability (CR) 0.888 to 0.943, suggesting a good reliability
of the measurement. Standardized factor loading of all constructs were between 0.716 to
0.916, a corresponding t-value 16.593 to 33.723, composite reliability 0.888 to 0.943, and
average variance extracted (AVE) values 0.614 to 0.804, which also suggested a sufficient
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convergent validity. Additionally, discriminant validity was satisfied with the result that
the 95% confidence interval of each pair of variables were exclusive of 1.0. Table 2 presents
detailed results of the measurement model.

4.2. Structural Model Assessment

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was employed in the hypotheses relationship
test. An overall goodness of fit test was performed on the structural model based on
the conceptual model (see Figure 1). The results were: χ2/df = 3.484, RMR = 0.080,
RMSEA = 0.068, GFI = 0.896, TLI = 0.943, NFI = 0.932, IFI = 0.951, CFI = 0.951. Though GFI
was a bit lower than 0.9, the rest met requirements, which indicated an acceptable fit.

This study used the maximum likelihood method to exam the conceptual model (see
Figure 1) and found all the hypothesis from H1-H7 were supported. Table 3 demonstrates
detailed results and Figure 2 shows AMOS output result below.

Table 2. Results of the measurement model.

Construct Loading t-Values Reliability CR AVE

SN1 0.828 25.382

0.926 0.926 0.758
SN2 0.889 29.044
SN3 0.887 28.905
SN4 0.877 —

ATT1 0.864 29.476

0.942 0.943 0.804
ATT2 0.906 32.887
ATT3 0.916 33.723
ATT4 0.900 —
PBC1 0.815 21.082

0.899 0.899 0.691
PBC2 0.855 22.427
PBC3 0.852 22.311
PBC4 0.801 —
EC1 0.826 22.601

0.913 0.914 0.727
EC2 0.886 25.006
EC3 0.875 24.551
EC4 0.822 —

TRSBI 1 0.825 18.319

0.886 0.888 0.614
TRSBI 2 0.861 19.060
TRSBI 3 0.746 16.593
TRSBI 4 0.762 16.950
TRSBI 5 0.716 —

Note: SN, subjective norms; ATT, attitudes toward the behavior; PBC, perceived behavioral control; EC, environ-
mental concerns; TRSBI, tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions; CR, composite reliability; AVE, average
variance extracted.

Table 3. Structural model assessment and hypothesis examination result.

Hypothesis & Path Standardized Coefficient t-Value Result

H1: ATT→TRSBI 0.290 *** 6.781 Supported
H2: SN→TRSBI 0.148 *** 3.529 Supported

H3: PBC→TRSBI 0.183 *** 4.196 Supported
H4: EC→TRSBI 0.350 *** 6.117 Supported
H5: EC→ATT 0.519 *** 11.760 Supported
H6: EC→SN 0.531 *** 11.813 Supported

H7: EC→PBC 0.539 *** 11.432 Supported
Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. SN, subjective norms; ATT, attitudes toward the behavior; PBC, perceived
behavioral control; EC, environmental concerns; TRSBI, tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.
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4.3. Mediating Effect Examination

The bootstrapping method was performed to examine the mediating effects. Results
from Table 4 prove that the mediating effect of attitudes was identified on the relation-
ship between environmental concern and tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions
(CI Attitudes = [0.0777, 0.1525]), supporting the environmental concern→attitudes→tourist
resource-saving behavioral intentions path. Likewise, given the confidence interval
does not include 0, mediation roles of subjective norms and perceived behavioral
control were also confirmed respectively through linkages between environmental
concern and resource-saving behavioral intentions (CI Subjective norms = [0.0325, 0.1066];
CI perceived behavioral control = [0.0335, 0.1080]). Furthermore, there were no significant differ-
ences between the three mediation paths aforementioned (CI C1-C2 = [−0.0049, 0.1043];
CI C1-C3 = [−0.0026, 0.0959]; CI C2-C3 = [−0.0634, 0.0586]).

Table 4. Specific mediation analysis results.

Types of Indirect Mediating Path Effect Size Boot SE Boot LLCI BootULCI Account for Total Effect

Total indirect effect 0.2441 0.0292 0.1894 0.3049 46.76%
Specific mediating paths

EC→ATT→TRSBI(C1) 0.1123 0.0190 0.0777 0.1525 21.50%
EC→SN→TRSBI(C2) 0.0647 0.0187 0.0325 0.1066 12.39%

EC→PBC→TRSBI(C3) 0.0672 0.0191 0.0335 0.1080 12.87%
Significant differences between different specific mediating paths

C1—C2 0.0476 0.0276 −0.0049 0.1043 —
C1—C3 0.0451 0.0254 −0.0026 0.0959 —
C2—C3 −0.0025 0.0310 −0.0634 0.0586 —

Note: SN, subjective norms; ATT, attitudes toward the behavior; PBC, perceived behavioral control; EC, environ-
mental concerns; TRSBI, tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

Also from Table 4, regarding the influential effect of environmental concern on tourist
resource-saving behavioral intentions, the total indirect effect took 46.76% of total effect,
among which the specific mediating path of environmental concern→attitudes→tourist
resource-saving behavioral intentions accounted for 21.50% of the total effect; environmen-
tal concern→subjective norms→tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions, 12.39%; and
environmental concern→perceived behavioral control→tourist resource-saving behavioral
intentions, 12.87%.

4.4. FsQCA Assessment
4.4.1. Contrarian Case Analysis

Ahead of fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA), contrarian case analysis
was performed to effectively examine how many instances in the collected sample have not
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been explained by the main effects. They would not thereby be included in the output of a
normal variance-based method [90]. As some scholars emphasized, when doing variable-
level analysis, researchers’ common mistake is their ignorance of cases of association
opposing to the main effect relationship [91]. Accordingly, contrarian case analysis is
suggested to identify possible positive, negative, or non-existing associations in the same
dataset [92].

As per the advice of Pappas and Woodside (2021) on contrarian case analysis [93], the
sample of the research was divided first by quintiles in order to check the relationships
between variables. The quintiles were then tested by cross-contingency analysis. Any two
variables’ cross-contingency analysis outcome is a 5 × 5 table, presenting the two variables’
every possible configuration at each quantile in the sample. Cases at the upper left and
lower right corners of the table signify main effects, while cases at the rest two opposite
corners (i.e., the lower left and upper right) are on the contrary, unable to be explained
by main effects. The existent cases at the lower left and upper right corners indicate the
existence of contrarian cases in the sample. Tables 5–8 record the cross-contingency of
attitudes, subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, environmental concern, and
tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions. All these tables demonstrate contrarian cases
in the sample. As such, fsQCA was introduced to incorporate counterfactual cases in
exploring high-level resource-saving behavioral intentions.

Table 5. Cross-contingency of attitudes and tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

Attitudes toward the Behavior Tourist Resource-Saving Behavioral Intentions
Total

Cramer’s V = 0.302, p < 0.001 1 2 3 4 5

1
Case number 56 23 22 8 2 111
Percentage 50.5% 20.7% 19.8% 7.2% 1.8% 100.0%

2
Case number 24 14 18 8 3 67
Percentage 35.8% 20.9% 26.9% 11.9% 4.5% 100.0%

3
Case number 23 42 50 18 15 148
Percentage 15.5% 28.4% 33.8% 12.2% 10.1% 100.0%

4
Case number 4 12 40 18 26 100
Percentage 4.0% 12.0% 40.0% 18.0% 26.0% 100.0%

5
Case number 4 6 32 38 40 120
Percentage 3.3% 5.0% 26.7% 31.7% 33.3% 100.0%

Total
Case number 111 97 162 90 86 546
Percentage 20.3% 17.8% 29.7% 16.5% 15.8% 100.0%



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 1349 11 of 23

Table 6. Cross-contingency of subjective norms and tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

Subjective Norms Tourist Resource-Saving Behavioral Intentions
Total

Cramer’s V = 0.280, p < 0.001 1 2 3 4 5

1
Case number 51 18 24 4 3 100
Percentage 51.0% 18.0% 24.0% 4.0% 3.0% 100.0%

2
Case number 37 30 37 18 9 131
Percentage 28.2% 22.9% 28.2% 13.7% 6.9% 100.0%

3
Case number 18 26 43 30 15 132
Percentage 13.6% 19.7% 32.6% 22.7% 11.4% 100.0%

4
Case number 1 7 27 10 10 55
Percentage 1.8% 12.7% 49.1% 18.2% 18.2% 100.0%

5
Case number 4 16 31 28 49 128
Percentage 3.1% 12.5% 24.2% 21.9% 38.3% 100.0%

Total
Case number 111 97 162 90 86 546
Percentage 20.3% 17.8% 29.7% 16.5% 15.8% 100.0%

Table 7. Cross-contingency of perceived behavioral control and tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

Perceived Behavioral Control Tourist Resource-Saving Behavioral Intentions
Total

Cramer’s V = 0.282, p < 0.001 1 2 3 4 5

1
Case number 46 29 20 9 7 111
Percentage 41.4% 26.1% 18.0% 8.1% 6.3% 100.0%

2
Case number 18 16 12 12 9 67
Percentage 26.9% 23.9% 17.9% 17.9% 13.4% 100.0%

3
Case number 21 41 36 26 24 148
Percentage 14.2% 27.7% 24.3% 17.6% 16.2% 100.0%

Table 7. Cont.

Perceived Behavioral Control Tourist Resource-Saving Behavioral Intentions
Total

Cramer’s V = 0.282, p < 0.001 1 2 3 4 5

4
Case number 3 12 12 38 35 100
Percentage 3.0% 12.0% 12.0% 38.0% 35.0% 100.0%

5
Case number 4 10 11 47 48 120
Percentage 3.3% 8.3% 9.2% 39.2% 40.0% 100.0%

Total
Case number 92 108 91 132 123 546
Percentage 16.8% 19.8% 16.7% 24.2% 22.5% 100.0%
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Table 8. Cross-contingency of environmental concern and tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

Environmental Concern Tourist Resource-Saving Behavioral Intentions
Total

Cramer’s V = 0.221, p < 0.001 1 2 3 4 5

1
Case number 50 13 31 11 6 111
Percentage 45.0% 11.7% 27.9% 9.9% 5.4% 100.0%

2
Case number 25 9 21 10 2 67
Percentage 37.3% 13.4% 31.3% 14.9% 3.0% 100.0%

3
Case number 25 12 45 36 30 148
Percentage 16.9% 8.1% 30.4% 24.3% 20.3% 100.0%

4
Case number 7 14 41 22 16 100
Percentage 7.0% 14.0% 41.0% 22.0% 16.0% 100.0%

5
Case number 12 5 32 41 30 120
Percentage 10.0% 4.2% 26.7% 34.2% 25.0% 100.0%

Total
Case number 119 53 170 120 84 546
Percentage 21.8% 9.7% 31.1% 22.0% 15.4% 100.0%

4.4.2. Data Calibration

The outcome (i.e., tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions) and every condition
(i.e., attitudes toward the behavior, subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, environ-
mental concern) in fsQCA is regarded as a separate set. Every case has a member score in
the set. The data calibration, therefore, is the process of assigning a set member value to each
case [94]. When a variable is measured by multiple items, each case in the variable needs an
assigned value as an fsQCA input value. The simplest way is to average all items and input
a single value correspondingly for each case [93]. Following Moreno et al. (2016) [95], each
variable’s calibration standard for full non-member was set to 0.05th percentile; for the
intersection, 0.5th percentile; and for full member, 0.95 percentile. Table 9 records each
condition and outcome’s calibration information.

Table 9. Condition and outcome calibration in the model of tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

Category Condition and Outcome
Calibration

Full Member Intersection Full Non-Member

Outcome variable Tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions 4.8 3.8 2.6

Condition variable

Attitudes toward the behavior 5.0 4.0 2.75
Subjective norms 5.0 4.0 2.75

Perceived behavioral control 4.75 3.75 2.50
Environmental concern 5.0 4.0 2.75

4.4.3. fsQCA Necessary Condition Assessment

In line with Crilly, Zollo, and Hansen (2012)’s criteria [96], This study adjusted input
values of 0.5 after calibration to 0.499. It is required to check the necessity of each condition
individually before the conditional configuration analysis starts [94]. The fsQCA software
was employed to verify whether a single condition (its non-set included) constitutes a
necessary condition for tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions. During QCA assess-
ment, if a particular condition exists till the result appears, this condition is counted as a
necessary one for the result [97]. Additionally, given consistency as an important standard
of a necessary condition, if a consistency value is higher than 0.9, this condition is deemed
as necessary condition for the result [97]. Table 10 shows necessary condition results of high-
and non-high-level tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions, in which the consistency
of all conditions was lower than 0.9. It can be concluded that no necessary condition was
there for affecting high- and non-high-level tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.
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Table 10. Necessary condition analysis in the model of tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

Condition Variable
Tourist Resource-Saving Behavioral Intentions ~Tourist Resource-Saving Behavioral Intentions

Consistency Coverage Consistency Coverage

Attitudes toward the behavior 0.800 0.795 0.580 0.503
~Attitudes toward the behavior 0.500 0.578 0.764 0.769

Subjective norms 0.725 0.819 0.537 0.529
~Subjective norms 0.583 0.591 0.816 0.721

Perceived behavioral intentions 0.798 0.782 0.605 0.517
~Perceived behavioral intentions 0.507 0.596 0.745 0.763

Environmental concern 0.828 0.774 0.626 0.510
~Environmental concern 0.476 0.594 0.723 0.785

4.4.4. Sufficiency Assessment of Configuration Conditions

As per Fiss (2011) [98] and Du and Jia (2017) [99], the research set 0.8 as the consistency
threshold; 0.7, the PRI consistency threshold; 2, the case frequency threshold; and retained
leastwise 80% of the sample. Each variable’s outcomes after the configuration analysis
process are listed in Table 11. As to the three configurations in this table, consistency
level whether of the single solution (configuration) or overall solution was above 0.75, the
acceptable minimum standard [94], of which the overall solution’s consistency was 0.883,
and the overall solution’s coverage, 0.700; thereby the three configurations in the table
are verified as a sufficient condition combination for high-level tourist resource-saving
behavioral intentions.

Table 11. Configuration assessment of high-level tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

Mode TPB Mode Dual-Attitudes Mode

Condition Configuration Configuration 1 Configuration 2 Configuration 3

Attitudes toward the behavior • • •
Subjective norms • •

Perceived behavioral control • •
Environmental concern • •

Consistency 0.906 0.916 0.899
Raw coverage 0.595 0.578 0.613

Unique coverage 0.052 0.035 0.070
Overall consistency 0.883

Overall coverage 0.700

Note: • or • denotes the existence of a condition, ⊗ or ⊗ denotes its absence; • or ⊗ indicates core condition, • or
⊗ indicates marginal condition. The blank represents “don’t care” condition.

The antecedent configuration of tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions is cat-
egorized into the TPB mode (configuration 1 in the Table 11) and dual-attitudes mode
(configuration 2 and configuration 3 in the Table 11).

The three traditional variables of TPB in configuration 1 together play a core role,
which suggests that when attitudes, subjective norms and perceived behavioral control
coexist, rest conditions are not relevant for high-level tourist resource-saving behavioral
intentions. In other words, compared with rest conditions, the traditional TPB framework
is particularly critical for tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions, as this framework
alone constitutes a sufficient condition for outcomes. Therefore, this configuration is named
as TPB mode in this study. Its consistency was 0.906; the unique coverage, 0.052; and the
raw coverage, 0.595. This path explained some 59.45% of the cases of tourist resource-saving
behavioral intentions. Figure 3 demonstrates a detailed explanation of configuration 1.
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In the dual-attitudes mode, the core condition was attitudes and environmental con-
cern, which mainly consist of two sub-modes (i.e., configuration 2 and configuration 3).
This means that compared with other conditions, the coexistence of environmental concern
at a general level and attitudes toward the behavior in a specific context was particularly
important for tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions. Figures 4 and 5 demonstrate
detailed explanations of configuration 2 and configuration 3.
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4.4.5. Robustness Testing

The robustness test was conducted by adjusting the consistency threshold level from
0.8 to 0.85, and no substantial changes were found in the configuration number, configu-
ration components, or consistency and coverage’s fitting parameters. The current study’s
reliability was enhanced [100].

4.5. Findings

The findings of SEM approach were: first, attitudes toward the behavior, subjective
norms, perceived behavioral control and environmental concern all had significant and di-
rect effects on tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions; second, environmental concern
significantly and directly impacted attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral
control; third, the three TPB endogenous constructs (i.e., attitudes toward the behavior,
subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control) all played significant mediating roles
in the relationship between environmental concern and tourist resource-saving behavioral
intentions; fourth, among the three endogenous TPB variables, attitudes not only is the
most important factor in driving tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions, but also the
most important mediation construct in the relationship between environmental concern
and tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

The findings of the fsQCA approach were: first, none of the four variables (i.e.,
attitudes toward the behavior, subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, and environ-
mental concern) could alone form a sufficient and necessary condition in exploring tourist
resource-saving behavioral intentions; second, the aforementioned four variables generated
sixteen condition combinations, among which three configurations met the requirements;
the overall coverage rate was 0.700. Specifically, the three configurations resulting in a
high level of TRSBI were: (1) high attitudes toward the behavior, subjective norms, and
perceived behavioral control, (2) high attitudes toward the behavior, subjective norms,
and environmental concern, (3) high attitudes toward the behavior, perceived behavioral
control, and environmental concern. Hence, two modes, i.e., the TPB and dual-attitudes
modes were constituted.
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5. Conclusions, Contributions, and Implications
5.1. Conclusions

Tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions bring great significance to rural desti-
nations’ sustainability. A conceptual model is developed based on TPB and we assessed
the formation mechanism and configuration effects of tourist resource-saving behavioral
intentions in rural tourism context through a combined approaches of Structural equation
modeling (SEM) and fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA).

In line with prior studies [29,34], SEM findings confirmed the positive significant
influence of environmental concern on TPB endogenous constructs (i.e., attitudes toward
the behavior, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control), as well as the three
constructs’ mediating effects in the relationship between environmental concern and tourist
resource-saving behavioral intentions, which supported the argument that environmental
concern is an important antecedents of tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions in the
TPB framework by both direct and indirect influences [73].

In the light of previous research [35], fsQCA findings implied that this approach is
useful in complementing SEM and explaining the complexity of behavioral outcomes.
Drawn from this study’s results, their commonalities lie as follows: first, both methods
highlighted the importance of TPB endogenous constructs in predicting resource-saving
behavioral intentions. Second, attitudes as a vital variable exerted both direct and medi-
ating effects in this relationship, confirming attitudes’ vigorous influence on behavioral
intentions [29]. fsQCA outcomes revealed that the three paths driving resource-saving be-
havioral intentions could be converted into two modes. Whether it be TPB or dual-attitudes
mode, attitudes are one of the essential conditions. However, environmental concern as an
independent determinant of resource-saving behavioral intentions was verified only by
SEM analysis, and not by fsQCA analysis. In detail, fsQCA outcomes showed that environ-
mental concern was not a sufficient and necessary condition in predicting resource-saving
behavioral intentions, not constituting a configuration. In this sense, combining the two
methods is crucial in exploring both linear and non-linear relationships among factors
leading to resource-saving behavioral intentions.

5.2. Theoretical Contributions

The current study used the theory of the planned behavior (TPB) to explore the
formation mechanism of tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions in rural tourism
context. The extant literature has made substantial efforts in applying TPB into tourism
research and demonstrated its robustness [23]. Unfortunately, much less research to date
has been made targeting rural tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions [17]. This study
filled the gap with empirical results, verifying TPB’s significance in explaining individual
decision-making process [22], and meanwhile extending its academic value to the field of
resource-saving behavioral intentions.

Second, this research integrated environmental concern into TPB framework and
discussed its mechanism for influencing tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.
Research on the significance and scale development of environmental concern is not
new [66], neither is the investigations as an important determinant of ecological behavioral
decisions [33]; however, attention to its influence mechanism on resource-saving behavioral
intentions is very recent. Environmental concern worked as the source factor in driving
resource-saving behavioral intentions, which proved its prominent role in environmental
issues [28], again corroborated the effectiveness of extended TPB in predicting individual
decision making [22], and enriched its domain with resource-saving research.

Third, this study combined SEM and fsQCA to identify antecedents of tourist resource-
saving behavioral intentions. The extant literature in tourism research mainly employed
SEM to test linear connections between variables, while fsQCA was rarely utilized in
this area [35]. Remarkably, tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions as segment pro-
environmental behavioral intentions, is a complex phenomenon triggered by multiple
concurrent causes and effects. The SEM method validated linear associations between vari-
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ables, while the fsQCA approach corroborated multiple antecedent combination patterns
to form tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions. The combination of SEM and fsQCA
in this study could provide evidence for this methodological integration [101] and extend
the application in rural tourism contexts [35].

5.3. Practical Implications

Empirical findings of the current research underscore the TPB and dual-attitudes
modes in shaping tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions, which provides practical
implications for sustainability of rural destinations.

First, both SEM and fsQCA results demonstrated that whether linearly or configu-
rationally, TPB constructs are powerful predictors of tourist resource-saving behavioral
intentions. As such, there is still room for improving attitudes, subjective norms, and per-
ceived behavioral control, and more importantly strengthening their synergistic integration
to achieve the targeted behavioral outcomes. Rural destination management organiza-
tions (DMO) should endeavor to match multiple conditions among the aforementioned
three variables and formulate measures with a holistic perspective to promote tourist
resource-saving behavioral intentions. Specifically, as supported by empirical results, it is
paramount to nurture positive attitudes toward resource saving. Destination management
departments should reinforce tourist perception of their ability and contribution through
encouraging them to learn the significance of conserving resources for destination sus-
tainability. Moreover, different stakeholders should make joint efforts to motivate tourists.
Local government as well as DMO must take the lead in publicity both online and of-
fline. Especially when online, special attention should be paid when dealing with remarks
on social media [102]. It is always a good way to respond efficiently and politely [103].
Moreover, reminding roles of destination employees, residents, family-based small tourism
business and tour guides should never be overlooked, as they have direct interaction with
tourists [104–107]. Particularly, with residents who quite often offer homestay and spend
longer time with tourists, their function in propelling tourist to save resources is pivotal
and significant [108]. DMO should inform tourists of potential violation and fines for lav-
ishment [109]. Furthermore, they should always consider how to make it easier for tourists
to engage in resource-saving. Apart from infrastructure investment, improving extant facil-
ities to be more user-friendly is worth exploring. Recognition, awards, and discount could
also be considered as diverse incentive means [110]. All rural destination stakeholders
must cooperate well so as to foster tourist resource-saving behavioral intentions.

Second, regarding dual-attitudes’ momentous roles, rural tourism destinations should
enhance the synergistic integration of the two attitude factors, i.e., environmental concern
and attitudes. Stressing attitudes alone cannot fully guarantee the generation of resource-
saving behavioral intentions at rural destinations. Moreover, albeit specific attitudes could
be activated in certain rural tourism scenarios, the cultivation of environmental concern
as general attitudes is a systematic and long-run course. As such, paying attention to
both environmental concern and attitudes can nurture tourist resource-saving behavioral
intentions. Given the above consideration, on the one hand, to provoke specific attitudes at
rural destination, tourists themselves and all stakeholders at destination should play their
own roles well as suggested ahead [111]; on the other hand, destination managers may be
able to cultivate environmental concern by integrating resource-saving into a destination’s
long-run development strategy. They could launch constant campaigns focusing on envi-
ronmental protection through individual awareness and contribution, urging people to
accept resource-saving as a social norm. People who have a deep awareness of or interest
in environmental protection are more willing to engage in environmental issues [112]. For
instance, online events on how to save resources via destination official social network
account is a great promoter of tourists’ knowledge acquisition, their active interaction
with the destination, and their bonding with the destination [113]. When undertaking
promotion, it is a good practice to invite key opinion leaders to participate and set good
examples for the public. Besides establishing pro-environmental reputation and winning
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public trust [114], DMOs can consider introducing smart technology into conspicuous
places at the rural destination and tourist accommodation [115], which, with constant mon-
itoring and synchronous analysis, might give tourists a better understanding of destination
environment at the present, stimulate their environmental consciousness, and guide them
to be active in performing resource-saving actions.

6. Limitations and Future Research

First, the snowball sampling method in this study leaves room for further discussion.
It was used in some studies recently [116,117] especially due to frequent outbreaks of the
COVID-19 pandemic, and was indeed a popular option when on-site survey became more
inconvenient to conduct. Future research could adopt other sampling approaches if the
pandemic eases, and experimental research can also be taken into account [118,119]. Second,
the theoretical framework could be further enriched based on literature, for instance, by
introducing emotional determinants [120–123] and enhancing demographic features [124]
to test the robustness of the integrated model. Third, more segment tourist resource
saving behaviors [125], for instance, food waste reduction [126] particularly plate waste
reduction [127] and waste sorting [62], can be explored to further the research.
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Appendix A. Detailed Measurements of All Constructs

Construct Item Source

Attitudes toward
the behavior
(ATT)

ATT1 I think saving resources at this rural destination is a positive behavior.
Song et al. (2012)

[76]
ATT2 I think saving resources at this rural destination is a valuable behavior.
ATT3 I think saving resources at this rural destination is a necessary behavior.
ATT4 I think saving resources at this rural destination is a beneficial behavior.

Subjective norms
(SN)

SN1 Most people who are important to me understand I should save resources
at this rural destination.

Lee et al. (2012); Song
et al. (2014) [77,78]

SN2 Most people who are important to me support that I should save
resources at this rural destination.
SN3 Most people who are important to me recommend that I save resources at
this rural destination.
SN4 Most people who are important to me agree that I save resources at this
rural destination.
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Construct Item Source

Perceived
behavioral control
(PBC)

PBC1 Whether or not I save resources at this rural destination is up to me.

Meng & Choi (2016)
[30]

PBC2 I am capable of saving resources at this rural destination.
PBC3 I am confident that if I want, I can save resources at this rural destination.
PBC4 I have enough resource, time and opportunities to save resources at this
rural destination.

Environmental
concern
(EC)

EC1 Humans are severely abusing the environment.
Han (2015);

Kiatkawsin & Han (2017)
[65,79]

EC2 The earth is like a spaceship with limited room and resources.
EC3 If we continue to develop regardless of the environment, we will soon
experience environmental catastrophe.
EC4 Human damage to nature often produces disastrous consequences.

Tourist resource-
saving behavioral
intentions
(TRSBI)

TRSBI1 I intend to save electricity at this rural destination.

Qiu & Zhou (2017)
[80]

TRSBI2 I intend to save water at this rural destination.
TRSBI3 I intend to walk on feet and use local transportation or non-motor
vehicles at this rural destination.
TRSBI4 I intend to use recyclable things at this rural destination.
TRSBI5 I intend to reduce food waste at this rural destination.

References
1. Guizzardi, A.; Stacchini, A.; Costa, M. Can sustainability drive tourism development in small rural areas? Evidence from the

Adriatic. J. Sustain. Tour. 2022, 30, 1280–1300. [CrossRef]
2. Chi, X.; Han, H. Emerging rural tourism in China’s current tourism industry and tourist behaviors: The case of Anji County.

J. Travel Tour. Mark. 2021, 38, 58–74. [CrossRef]
3. Ma, X.; Wang, R.; Dai, M.; Ou, Y. The influence of culture on the sustainable livelihoods of households in rural tourism destinations.

J. Sustain. Tour. 2021, 29, 1235–1252. [CrossRef]
4. Rao, X.; Qiu, H.; Morrison, A.M.; Wei, W. Linking perceived environmental CSR to residents’ environmental citizenship behavior

in rural tourism: The mediating role of resident environment relationship quality. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 16566.
[CrossRef]

5. Marques, C.P.; Guedes, A.; Bento, R. Rural tourism recovery between two COVID-19 waves: The case of Portugal. Curr. Issues
Tour. 2022, 25, 857–863. [CrossRef]

6. Ivona, A. Sustainability of rural tourism and promotion of local development. Sustainability 2021, 13, 8854. [CrossRef]
7. Han, J.H.; Oh, C.O. The causal mechanisms of environmentally responsible behaviors using value orientations and recreation

specialization. Leis. Sci. 2021, 43, 471–493. [CrossRef]
8. An, W.; Alarcón, S. How can rural tourism be sustainable? A systematic review. Sustainability 2020, 12, 7758. [CrossRef]
9. Su, L.; Hsu, M.K.; Boostrom, R.E., Jr. From recreation to responsibility: Increasing environmentally responsible behavior in

tourism. J. Bus. Res. 2020, 109, 557–573. [CrossRef]
10. Hu, J.; Xiong, L.; Lv, X.; Pu, B. Sustainable rural tourism: Linking residents’ environmentally responsible behaviour to tourists’

green consumption. Asia Pac. J. Tour. Res. 2021, 26, 879–893. [CrossRef]
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17. Matiiuk, Y.; Liobikienė, G. The role of financial, informational, and social tools on resource-saving behaviour in Lithuania:

Assumptions and reflections of real situation. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 326, 129378. [CrossRef]
18. Casado-Díaz, A.B.; Sancho-Esper, F.; Rodriguez-Sanchez, C.; Sellers-Rubio, R. Tourists’ water conservation behavior in hotels:

The role of gender. J. Sustain. Tour. 2022, 30, 1518–1538. [CrossRef]
19. Esfandiar, K.; Dowling, R.; Pearce, J.; Edmund, G. Personal norms and the adoption of pro-environmental binning behaviour in

national parks: An integrated structural model approach. J. Sustain. Tour. 2020, 28, 10–32. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2021.1931256
http://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2020.1862026
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1826497
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph192416566
http://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2021.1910216
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13168854
http://doi.org/10.1080/01490400.2018.1491352
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12187758
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.12.055
http://doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2021.1925316
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.07.003
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2022.2116643
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2021.1993233
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2021.1903019
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1741596
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.123007
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.129378
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1839758
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2019.1663203


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 1349 20 of 23

20. Rahman, I.; Reynolds, D. Predicting green hotel behavioral intentions using a theory of environmental commitment and sacrifice
for the environment. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2016, 52, 107–116. [CrossRef]

21. Rao, X.; Qiu, H.; Morrison, A.M.; Wei, W. Extending the theory of planned behavior with the self-congruity theory to predict
tourists’ pro-environmental behavioral intentions: A two-case study of heritage tourism. Land 2022, 11, 2069. [CrossRef]

22. Ajzen, I. The theory of planned behavior. Organ. Behav. Hum. Dec. 1991, 50, 179–211. [CrossRef]
23. Qiu, H. Developing an extended theory of planned behavior model to predict outbound tourists’ civilization tourism behavioral

intention. Tour. Trib. 2017, 32, 75–85. (In Chinese)
24. Han, H.; Meng, B.; Kim, W. Emerging bicycle tourism and the theory of planned behavior. J. Sustain. Tour. 2017, 25, 292–309.

[CrossRef]
25. Perugini, M.; Bagozzi, R.P. The role of desires and anticipated emotions in goal-directed behaviors: Broadening and deepeningthe

theory of planned behavior. Brit. J. Soc. Psychol. 2001, 40, 79–98. [CrossRef]
26. Su, L.; Huang, S.; Pearce, J. How does destination social responsibility contribute to environmentally responsible behaviour? A

destination resident perspective. J. Bus. Res. 2018, 86, 179–189. [CrossRef]
27. Abellán, F.C.; García Martínez, C. Landscape and tourism as tools for local development in Mid-mountain rural areas in the

southeast of Spain (Castilla-La Mancha). Land 2021, 10, 221. [CrossRef]
28. Yadav, R.; Pathak, G.S. Young consumers’ intention towards buying green products in a developing nation: Extending the theory

of planned behavior. J. Clean. Prod. 2016, 135, 732–739. [CrossRef]
29. He, J.; Yu, Z.; Fukuda, H. Extended theory of planned behavior for predicting the willingness to pay for municipal solid waste

management in Beijing. Sustainability 2021, 13, 13902. [CrossRef]
30. Meng, B.; Choi, K. The role of authenticity in forming slow tourists’ intentions: Developing an extended model of goal-directed

behavior. Tour. Manag. 2016, 57, 397–410. [CrossRef]
31. Cai, G.; Xu, L.; Gao, W. The green B&B promotion strategies for tourist loyalty: Surveying the restart of Chinese national holiday

travel after COVID-19. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2021, 94, 102704.
32. Wang, S.; Wang, J.; Li, J.; Zhou, K. How and when does religiosity contribute to tourists’ intention to behave pro-environmentally

in hotels? J. Sustain. Tour. 2020, 28, 1120–1137. [CrossRef]
33. Verma, V.K.; Chandra, B.; Kumar, S. Values and ascribed responsibility to predict consumers’ attitude and concern towards green

hotel visit intention. J. Bus. Res. 2019, 96, 206–216. [CrossRef]
34. Zhu, M.; Hu, X.; Lin, Z.; Li, J.; Wang, S.; Wang, C. Intention to adopt bicycle-sharing in China: Introducing environmental concern

into the theory of planned behavior model. Environ. Sci. Pollut. R. 2020, 27, 41740–41750. [CrossRef]
35. Rao, X.; Qiu, H.; Morrison, A.M.; Wei, W.; Zhang, X. Predicting private and public pro-Environmental behaviors in rural tourism

contexts using SEM and fsQCA: The role of destination image and relationship quality. Land 2022, 11, 448. [CrossRef]
36. Manosuthi, N.; Lee, J.-S.; Han, H. Green behavior at work of hospitality and tourism employees: Evidence from IGSCA-SEM and

fsQCA. J. Sustain. Tour. 2022, 1–23. [CrossRef]
37. Carvajal-Trujillo, E.; Molinillo, S.; Liébana-Cabanillas, F. Determinants and risks of intentions to use mobile applications in

museums: An application of fsQCA. Curr. Issues Tour. 2021, 24, 1284–1303. [CrossRef]
38. Rasoolimanesh, S.M.; Khoo-Lattimore, C.; Md Noor, S.; Jaafar, M.; Konar, R. Tourist engagement and loyalty: Gender matters?

Curr. Issues Tour. 2021, 24, 871–885. [CrossRef]
39. Wang, J. The impact of resource conservation awareness on resource conservation behavior—An interaction effect and regulatory

effect model in the context of Chinese culture. Manag. World 2013, 8, 77–100. (In Chinese)
40. Ahmad, W.; Kim, W.G.; Anwer, Z.; Zhuang, W. Schwartz Personal values, theory of planned behavior and environmental

consciousness: How tourists’ visiting intentions towards eco-friendly destinations are shaped? J. Bus. Res. 2020, 110, 228–236.
[CrossRef]

41. Du, J.; Pan, W. Examining energy saving behaviors in student dormitories using an expanded theory of planned behavior. Habitat.
Int. 2021, 107, 102308. [CrossRef]

42. Wang, S.; Lin, S.; Li, J. Exploring the effects of non-cognitive and emotional factors on household electricity saving behavior.
Energy Policy 2018, 115, 171–180.

43. Zhu, J.; Zhao, X.; Zhu, T.; Li, L. Which factors determine students’ water-saving behaviors? Evidence from China colleges. Urban
Water J. 2021, 18, 860–872. [CrossRef]

44. Lin, B.; Guan, C. Determinants of household food waste reduction intention in China: The role of perceived government control.
J. Environ. Manag. 2021, 299, 113577. [CrossRef]

45. Koshta, N.; Patra, S.; Singh, S.P. Sharing economic responsibility: Assessing end user’s willingness to support E-waste reverse
logistics for circular economy. J. Clean. Prod. 2022, 332, 130057. [CrossRef]

46. Botetzagias, I.; Dima, A.-F.; Malesios, C. Extending the Theory of Planned Behavior in the context of recycling: The role of moral
norms and of demographic predictors. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2015, 95, 58–67. [CrossRef]

47. Wang, X.; Waris, I.; Bhutto, M.Y.; Sun, H.; Hameed, I. Green initiatives and environmental concern foster environmental
sustainability: A study based on the use of reusable drink cups. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 9259. [CrossRef]

48. Siraj, A.; Taneja, S.; Zhu, Y.; Jiang, H.; Luthra, S.; Kumar, A. Hey, did you see that label? It’s sustainable!: Understanding the
role of sustainable labelling in shaping sustainable purchase behaviour for sustainable development. Bus. Strat. Env. 2022, 31,
2820–2838.

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2015.09.007
http://doi.org/10.3390/land11112069
http://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2016.1202955
http://doi.org/10.1348/014466601164704
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.02.011
http://doi.org/10.3390/land10020221
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.06.120
http://doi.org/10.3390/su132413902
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.07.003
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1724122
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.11.021
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-020-10135-1
http://doi.org/10.3390/land11030448
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2022.2115051
http://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2020.1780200
http://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2020.1765321
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.01.040
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2020.102308
http://doi.org/10.1080/1573062X.2021.1943459
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2021.113577
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.130057
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2014.12.004
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19159259


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 1349 21 of 23

49. Elahi, E.; Khalid, Z.; Zhang, Z. Understanding farmers’ intention and willingness to install renewable energy technology: A
solution to reduce the environmental emissions of agriculture. Appl. Energy 2022, 309, 118459. [CrossRef]

50. Irawan, M.Z.; Bastarianto, F.F.; Priyanto, S. Using an integrated model of TPB and TAM to analyze the pandemic impacts on the
intention to use bicycles in the post-COVID-19 period. IATSS Res. 2022, 46, 380–387. [CrossRef]

51. Wang, S.; Fan, J.; Zhao, D.; Yang, S.; Fu, Y. Predicting consumers’ intention to adopt hybrid electric vehicles: Using an extended
version of the theory of planned behavior model. Transportation 2016, 43, 123–143. [CrossRef]

52. Zhang, X.; Dong, F. What affects residents’ behavioral intentions to ban gasoline vehicles? Evidence from an emerging economy.
Energy 2023, 263, 125716. [CrossRef]

53. Wong, I.A.; Wan, Y.K.P.; Huang, G.I.; Qi, S. Green event directed pro-environmental behavior: An application of goal systems
theory. J. Sustain. Tour. 2021, 29, 1948–1969. [CrossRef]

54. Wang, Q.-C.; Chang, R.; Xu, Q.; Liu, X.; Jian, I.Y.; Ma, Y.-T.; Wang, X.-Y. The impact of personality traits on household energy
conservation behavioral intentions—An empirical study based on theory of planned behavior in Xi’an. Sustain. Energy Technol.
Assess. 2021, 43, 100949. [CrossRef]

55. Ru, X.; Chen, M.; Wang, S.; Chen, Z. Does environmental concern fail to predict energy-saving behavior? A study on the office
energy-saving behavior of employees of Chinese Internet companies. Environ. Dev. Sustain. 2022, 24, 12691–12711. [CrossRef]

56. Gao, L.; Wang, S.; Li, J.; Li, H. Application of the extended theory of planned behavior to understand individual’s energy saving
behavior in workplaces. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2017, 127, 107–113. [CrossRef]

57. Festinger, L. A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance; Stanford University Press: Stanford, CA, USA, 1957.
58. Waris, I.; Ahmed, W. Empirical evaluation of the antecedents of energy-efficient home appliances: Application of extended theory

of planned behavior. Manag. Environ. Qual. 2020, 31, 915–930. [CrossRef]
59. Liu, P.; Segovia, M.; Tse, E.C.-Y.; Nayga, R.M. Become an environmentally responsible customer by choosing low-carbon footprint

products at restaurants: Integrating the elaboration likelihood model (ELM) and the theory of planned behavior (TPB). J. Hosp.
Tour. Manag. 2022, 52, 346–355. [CrossRef]

60. Choi, Y.J.; Park, J.W. The decision-making processes of duty-free shop users using a goal directed behavior model: The moderating
effect of gender. J. Hosp. Tour. Manag. 2017, 31, 152–162. [CrossRef]

61. Li, Q.-C.; Wu, M.-Y. Rationality or Morality? A comparative study of pro-environmental intentions of local and nonlocal visitors
in nature-based destinations. J. Destin. Mark. Manag. 2019, 11, 130–139. [CrossRef]

62. Cao, J.; Qiu, H.; Morrison, A.M.; Wei, W. The Role of Social Capital in Predicting Tourists’ Waste Sorting Intentions in Rural
Destinations: Extending the Theory of Planned Behavior. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 12789. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

63. Wang, B.; Li, Y. Consumers’ intention to bring a reusable bag for shopping in China: Extending the theory of planned behavior.
Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 3638. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

64. Qi, X.; Ploeger, A. Explaining Chinese consumers’ green food purchase intentions during the COVID-19 Pandemic: An extended
theory of planned behaviour. Foods 2021, 10, 1200. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

65. Han, H. Travelers’ pro-environmental behavior in a green lodging context: Converging value-belief-norm theory and the theory
of planned behavior. Tour. Manag. 2015, 47, 164–177. [CrossRef]

66. Dunlap, R.E.; van Liere, K.D.; Mertig, A.G.; Jones, R.E. Measuring endorsement of the new ecological paradigm: A revised NEP
scale. J. Soc. Issues 2000, 56, 425–442. [CrossRef]

67. Prayag, G.; Aquino, R.S.; Hall, C.M.; Chen, N.; Fieger, P. Is Gen Z really that different? Environmental attitudes, travel behaviours
and sustainability practices of international tourists to Canterbury, New Zealand. J. Sustain. Tour. 2022, 1–22. [CrossRef]

68. Chen, Y.-S.; Lin, Y.H.; Wu, Y.-J. How personality affects environmentally responsible behaviour through attitudes towards
activities and environmental concern: Evidence from a national park in Taiwan. Leis. Stud. 2020, 39, 825–843. [CrossRef]

69. O’Connor, P.; Assaker, G. COVID-19′s effects on future pro-environmental traveler behavior: An empirical examination using
norm activation, economic sacrifices, and risk perception theories. J. Sustain. Tour. 2022, 30, 89–107. [CrossRef]

70. Paul, J.; Modi, A.; Patel, J. Predicting green product consumption using theory of planned behavior and reasoned action. J. Retail
Consum. Serv. 2016, 29, 123–134. [CrossRef]

71. Maichum, K.; Parichatnon, S.; Peng, K.-C. Application of the extended theory of planned behavior model to investigate purchase
intention of green products among Thai consumers. Sustainability 2016, 8, 1077. [CrossRef]

72. Chen, M.-F.; Tung, P.-J. Developing an extended Theory of Planned Behavior model to predict consumers’ intention to visit green
hotels. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2014, 36, 221–230. [CrossRef]

73. Kumar, N.; Garg, P.; Singh, S. Pro-environmental purchase intention towards eco-friendly apparel: Augmenting the theory of
planned behavior with perceived consumer effectiveness and environmental concern. J. Glob. Fash. Mark. 2022, 13, 134–150.
[CrossRef]

74. Hartmann, P.; Apaolaza-Ibáñez, V. Consumer attitude and purchase intention toward green energy brands: The roles of
psychological benefits and environmental concern. J. Bus. Res. 2012, 65, 1254–1263. [CrossRef]

75. Zhang, L.; Fan, Y.; Zhang, W.; Zhang, S. Extending the theory of planned behavior to explain the effects of cognitive factors across
different kinds of green products. Sustainability 2019, 11, 4222. [CrossRef]

76. Song, H.J.; Lee, C.-K.; Kang, S.K.; Boo, S. The effect of environmentally friendly perceptions on festival visitors’ decision-making
process using an extended model of goal-directed behavior. Tour. Manag. 2012, 33, 1417–1428. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2021.118459
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.iatssr.2022.05.001
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-014-9567-9
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2022.125716
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1770770
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.seta.2020.100949
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-021-01960-6
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2017.08.030
http://doi.org/10.1108/MEQ-01-2020-0001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2022.07.021
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2016.11.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2019.01.003
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph191912789
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36232090
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19063638
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35329325
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods10061200
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34073514
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2014.09.014
http://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00176
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2022.2131795
http://doi.org/10.1080/02614367.2020.1778773
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2021.1879821
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2015.11.006
http://doi.org/10.3390/su8101077
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2013.09.006
http://doi.org/10.1080/20932685.2021.2016062
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.11.001
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11154222
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2012.01.004


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 1349 22 of 23

77. Lee, C.-K.; Song, H.-J.; Bendle, L.-J.; Kim, M.-J.; Han, H. The impact of non-pharmaceutical interventions for 2009 H1N1 influenza
on travel intentions: A model of goal-directed behavior. Tour. Manag. 2012, 33, 89–99. [CrossRef]

78. Song, H.J.; You, G.-J.; Reisinger, Y.; Lee, C.-K.; Lee, S.-K. Behavioral intention of visitors to an Oriental medicine festival: An
extended model of goal directed behavior. Tour. Manag. 2014, 42, 101–113. [CrossRef]

79. Kiatkawsin, K.; Han, H. Young travelers’ intention to behave pro-environmentally: Merging the value-belief-norm theory and the
expectancy theory. Tour. Manag. 2017, 59, 76–88. [CrossRef]

80. Qiu, H.; Zhou, G. Tourists’ environmentally responsible behavior: Conceptualizing, measuring and validating. Zhej. Soc. Sci.
2017, 12, 88–98. (In Chinese)

81. Su, L.; Pan, L.; Wen, J.; Phau, I. Effects of tourism experiences on tourists’ subjective well-being through recollection and
storytelling. J. Vacat. Mark. 2022, 1–19. [CrossRef]

82. Zheng, W.; Qiu, H.; Morrison, A.M.; Wei, W.; Zhang, X. Rural and urban land tourism and destination image: A dual-case study
approach examining energy-saving behavior and loyalty. Land 2022, 11, 146. [CrossRef]

83. Rahman, M.M.; Khan, S.J.; Sakib, M.S.; Chakma, S.; Procheta, N.F.; Mamun, Z.A.; Rahman, M.M. Assessing the psychological
condition among general people of Bangladesh during COVID-19 pandemic. J. Hum. Behav. Soc. Environ. 2020, 31, 449–463.
[CrossRef]

84. Noy, C. Sampling knowledge: The hermeneutics of snowball sampling in qualitative research. Int. J. Soc. Res. Methodol. 2008, 11,
327–344. [CrossRef]

85. Jackson, D.L. Revisiting sample size and number of parameter estimates: Some support for the N: Q hypothesis. Struct. Equ.
Model. 2003, 10, 128–141. [CrossRef]

86. Du, Y.; Li, J.; Liu, Q.; Zhao, S.; Chen, K. Configurational theory and QCA method from a complex dynamic perspective: Research
progress and future directions. Manag. World 2021, 3, 180–197. (In Chinese)

87. Gerbing, D.W.; Anderson, J.C. An updated paradigm for scale development incorporating unidimensionality and its assessment.
J. Mark. Res. 1988, 25, 186–192. [CrossRef]

88. Qiu, H.; Wang, X.; Wei, W.; Morrison, A.M.; Wu, M.-Y. Breaking bad: How anticipated emotions and perceived severity shape
tourist civility? J. Sustain. Tour. 2022, 1–21. [CrossRef]

89. Qiu, H.; Wang, X.; Wu, M.-Y.; Wei, W.; Morrison, A.M.; Kelly, C. The effect of destination source credibility on tourist environmen-
tally responsible behavior: An application of Stimulus-Organism-Response theory. J. Sustain. Tour. 2022, 1–21. [CrossRef]

90. Woodside, A.G. Embrace perform model: Complexity theory, contrarian case analysis, and multiple realities. J. Bus. Res. 2014, 67,
2495–2503. [CrossRef]

91. Woodside, A.G. The good practices manifesto: Overcoming bad practices pervasive in current research in business. J. Bus. Res.
2016, 69, 365–381. [CrossRef]

92. Pappas, N.; Papatheodorou, A. Tourism and the refugee crisis in Greece: Perceptions and decision-making of accommodation
providers. Tour. Manag. 2017, 63, 31–41. [CrossRef]

93. Pappas, I.O.; Woodside, A.G. Fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA): Guidelines for research practice in Information
Systems and marketing. Int. J. Inform. Manag. 2021, 58, 102310. [CrossRef]

94. Tao, K.; Zhang, S.; Zhao, Y. What does determine performance of government public health governance? A study on co-movement
effect based on QCA. Manag. World 2021, 37, 128–138. (In Chinese)

95. Moreno, F.C.; Prado-Gascó, V.; Hervás, J.C.; Núñez-Pomar, J.; Sanz, V.A. Predicting future intentions of basketball spectators
using SEM and fsQCA. J. Bus. Res. 2016, 69, 1396–1400. [CrossRef]

96. Crilly, D.; Zollo, M.; Hansen, M.T. Faking it or muddling through? Understanding decoupling in response to stakeholder
pressures. Acad. Manag. J. 2012, 55, 1429–1448. [CrossRef]

97. Ragin, C.C.; Fiss, P.C. Net effects analysis versus configurational analysis: An empirical demonstration. In Redesigning Social
Inquiry: Fuzzy Sets and Beyond; University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 2008.

98. Fiss, P.C. Building better causal theories: A fuzzy set approach to typologies in organization research. Acad. Manag. J. 2011, 54,
393–420. [CrossRef]

99. Du, Y.; Jia, L. Configuration perspective and qualitative comparative analysis: A new path for management research. Manag.
World 2017, 6, 155–167. (In Chinese)

100. Huang, R.; Xie, C. Pressure, state and response: Configurational analysis of antecedents of hotel employees’ career prospect
perceptions following the COVID-19 pandemic crisis. Tour. Trib. 2021, 36, 103–119. (In Chinese)

101. Chuah, S.H.W.; Tseng, M.L.; Wu, K.J.; Cheng, C.F. Factors influencing the adoption of sharing economy in B2B context in China:
Findings from PLS-SEM and fsQCA. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2021, 175, 105892. [CrossRef]

102. Su, L.; Yang, Q.; Swanson, S.R.; Chen, N.C. The impact of online reviews on destination trust and travel intention: The moderating
role of online review trustworthiness. J. Vacat. Mark. 2022, 28, 406–423. [CrossRef]

103. Su, L.; Jia, B.; Huang, Y. How do destination negative events trigger tourists’ perceived betrayal and boycott? The moderating
role of relationship quality. Tour. Manag. 2022, 92, 104536. [CrossRef]

104. He, X.; Cheng, J.; Swanson, S.R.; Su, L.; Hu, D. The effect of destination employee service quality on tourist environmentally
responsible behavior: A moderated mediation model incorporating environmental commitment, destination social responsibility
and motive Attributions. Tour. Manag. 2022, 90, 104470. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2011.02.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.11.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.06.018
http://doi.org/10.1177/13567667221101414
http://doi.org/10.3390/land11020146
http://doi.org/10.1080/10911359.2020.1848688
http://doi.org/10.1080/13645570701401305
http://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM1001_6
http://doi.org/10.1177/002224378802500207
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2022.2108039
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2022.2067167
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2014.07.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.09.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2017.06.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2021.102310
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.10.114
http://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.0697
http://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.60263120
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2021.105892
http://doi.org/10.1177/13567667211063207
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2022.104536
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2021.104470


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 1349 23 of 23

105. Wu, M.Y.; Wu, X.; Li, Q.-C.; Wang, J.; Wang, Y. Justice and community citizenship behavior for the environment: Small tourism
business entrepreneurs’ perspectives. J. Sustain. Tour. 2022, 1–18. [CrossRef]

106. Su, L.; Yang, X.; Swanson, S.R. The impact of spatial-temporal variation on tourist destination resident quality of life. Tour. Manag.
2022, 93, 104572. [CrossRef]

107. Zheng, W.; Qiu, H.; Morrison, A.M.; Wei, W.; Zhang, X. Landscape and unique fascination: A dual-case study on the antecedents
of tourist pro-environmental behavioral intentions. Land 2022, 11, 479. [CrossRef]

108. Su, L.; Yang, X.; Swanson, S.R. The influence of motive attributions for destination social responsibility on residents’ empowerment
and quality of life. J. Travel Res. 2022, 1–18. [CrossRef]

109. Su, L.; Cheng, J.; Wen, J.; Kozak, M.; Teo, S. Does seeing deviant other-tourist behavior matter? The moderating role of travel
companions. Tour. Manag. 2022, 88, 104434. [CrossRef]

110. Su, L.; Yang, X.; Huang, Y. Tourists’ Goal-Directed Behaviors: The Influences of Goal Disclosure, Goal Commitment, and Temporal
Distance. J. Travel Res. 2022, 1–21. [CrossRef]

111. Ma, X.L.; Dai, M.L.; Fan, D.X.F. Cooperation or confrontation? Exploring stakeholder relationships in rural tourism land
expropriation. J. Sustain. Tour. 2020, 28, 1841–1859. [CrossRef]

112. Lee, H.-M.; Song, H.-J.; Lee, C.-K.; Reisinger, Y. Formation of festival visitors’ environmentally friendly attitudes: Cognitive,
affective, and conative components. Curr. Issues Tour. 2019, 22, 142–146. [CrossRef]

113. Wang, X.; Fielding, K.S.; Dean, A.J. “Nature is mine/ours”: Measuring individual and collective psychological ownership of
nature. J. Environ. Psychol. 2023, 85, 101919. [CrossRef]

114. Su, L.; Chen, H.; Huang, Y. The influence of tourists’ monetary and temporal sunk costs on destination trust and visit intention.
Tour. Manag. Perspect 2022, 42, 100968. [CrossRef]

115. Coghlan, A.; Becken, S.; Warren, C. Modelling a smart tech user journey to decarbonise tourist accommodation. J. Sustain. Tour.
2022, 1–19. [CrossRef]

116. Tarlochan, F.; Ibrahim, M.I.M.; Gaben, B. Understanding traffic accidents among young drivers in Qatar. Int. J. Environ. Res.
Public Health 2022, 19, 514. [CrossRef]

117. Wong, F.M. Factors associated with knowledge, attitudes, and practices related to oral care among the elderly in Hong Kong
community. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 8088. [CrossRef]

118. Li, Y.; Zhang, C.; Fang, S. Can beauty save service failures? The role of recovery employees’ physical attractiveness in the tourism
industry. J. Bus. Res. 2022, 141, 100–110. [CrossRef]

119. Su, L.; Pan, L.; Huang, Y. How does destination crisis event type impact tourist emotion and forgiveness? The moderating role of
destination crisis history. Tour. Manag. 2023, 94, 104636. [CrossRef]

120. Song, H.-J.; Bae, S.Y.; Lee, C.-K. Identifying antecedents and outcomes of festival satisfaction: The case of a cosmetics & beauty
expo. Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 2017, 29, 947–965.

121. Su, L.; Yang, X.; Huang, Y. How do tourism goal disclosure motivations drive Chinese tourists’ goal-directed behaviors? The
influences of feedback valence, affective rumination, and emotional engagement. Tour. Manag. 2022, 90, 104483. [CrossRef]

122. Su, L.; Chen, H.; Huang, Y. How does negative destination publicity influence residents’ shame and quality of life? The
moderating role of perceived destination resilience. J. Sustain. Tour. 2022, 1–25. [CrossRef]

123. Wang, X.; Fielding, K.S.; Dean, A.J. Psychological ownership of nature: A conceptual elaboration and research agenda. Biol.
Conserv. 2022, 267, 109477. [CrossRef]

124. Kim, M.-J.; Lee, M.J.; Lee, C.-K.; Song, H.-J. Does gender affect Korean tourists’ overseas travel? Applying the model of
goal-directed behavior. Asia Pac. J. Tour. Res. 2012, 17, 509–533. [CrossRef]
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