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1
Tab.1 Measuring model analysis results
R g S UEPE R T4
e ¥i{E HLFEE o RZE KMO  HF#Efr  fH Rl iﬁ " PEFEEL
ECAVE {5 CR
C1 5.39 0. 746 0.818 0. 766 0.871 7.257 0. 6058 0. 8836
e 2 5.11 0. 830 0. 828 7.081
X C3 5.32 0.770 0.750 7.410
% c4 5.87 0.722 0. 620 7. 608
W cs5 5.77 0.811 0. 740 9.282
c6 5.56 0. 568 0. 658
El 5.88 0. 564 0. 854 0. 836 0. 667 9.999 0.5021 0. 8564
3 E2 4.95 0. 686 0.671 12. 965
ii%ﬁ E3 5.16 0. 585 0. 561 10. 866
= E4 5.91 0. 661 0.823 11.757
£ E5 5.57 0. 651 0.778 12.261 X%DF=2.050
E6 4.90 0. 687 0.721 0
F1 5.56 0.730 0. 846 0.796 0.792 12. 269 0.5381 0.8521  RMSEA=0.0
7% F2 6.07 0.756 0. 801 15. 558 43
ﬁjﬂt\ F3 5.27 0.715 0.700 10. 875 RMR = 0. 039
[F] F4 5.39 0. 585 0.590 9.587 GFI=0. 928
F5 6.19 0. 691 0. 764 AGFI=0.911
Gl 5.44 0.775 0.911 0. 822 0. 863 18. 398 0. 651 0.9023
7% G2 5.48 0.758 0. 864 18. 808 NFI=0. 933
f’% G3 5.11 0.742 0. 687 14.741 RFI=0. 927
Ui G4 5.26 0.770 0.724 15.302 IFI=0. 946
G5 5.51 0.766 0.876 TLI=0. 933
H1 6.17 0.793 0. 890 0. 869 0.759 10. 908 0.5932 0. 8851 CFI=0.945
H2 5.98 0. 629 0.738 11.221 PGFI=0. 672
g H3 6.31 0. 740 0. 749 10. 399
b H4 5.07 0. 689 0.565 10.932
% H5 6. 02 0. 642 0.784 11. 680
H H6 5.29 0.770 0. 665 12.707
H7 5.64 0.717 0.711 13. 027
H3 5.35 0. 688 0.618
2
Tab.2 Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis of main variables
Ak ¥l FrifE 22 1 2 3 4 5
1 fRZEMEM 5.504 0. 944 (0.778)
2. RIS 5.393 0.985 0.476"" (0.709)
3. FEEIAIA] 5. 694 0. 864 0.604 " 0.592°*  (0.734)
4. BRI 5.362 1.105 0.585"" 0.520"" 0.562"" (0.807)
5 R RIFATH 5.728 0. 897 0.726"" 0.665"" 0.703"" 0.586"" (0.770)
p<0.01 ; AVE o
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() =0.262 p<0.001)
(1) (B =0.312 p<0.001); 3
3 . 1 (B=0.111 p<0.01) .
(B =0.247 p<0.001) . (B =
(B =0.401 p<0.001) 2 0.509 p<0.001)
(B . HI. H2. H3. H4 .
3

Tab.3 Results of direct effect test of model

BEAY 1 R 2 3
75 E7%s NG| R WK AAT R
B SE T B SE T B SE T
WA 2.999 0.396 7.582 2.020 0.337 5.988 1.208 0.304 3.976
PE 5 -. 08l 0.093 -.871 -. 006 0.074 -. 084 0.004 0.063 0. 060
AR 0.089 0.068 1.319 0.090 0.054 1.675 -.078 0.046 -1.689
el 0.019 0.052 0.365 0.085 0.041 2.076 -.036 0.035 -1.002
HilgA 0.035 0.048 0.731 0.023 0.038 0. 595 0.008 0.033 0.253
B78y (31 0. 401 0.043 9.371 0.262 0.038 6. 941 0.111 0.035 3.212
78N — — — 0.312 0.041 7.561 0.247 0.038 6. 482
SRS B — — — — — — 0.509 0.045 11.372
R*=0.209, P=0.000 R*>=0.355, P=0.000 R*=0.559, P=0.000
(2) 0.296 ( p<0.001) .
SPSS PROCESS (3.0 )
4 . PROCESS
Hayes” 2013 72.73% ( 0.296/0.407) .
Bootstrap 5 000+ ( . ) (
95% . . )
4 . 0. 099
0.407 (p< 0.133
0. 001) 0. 111 ( p<0.01) 0.064.
4

Tab. 4 Test results of intermediary effect of model

B SE T P Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
XonY 0. 407 0. 037 11. 006 0. 000 0.330 0.473
XonY 0.111 0.035 3.212 0. 000 0.053 0.184
X on Y ( total) 0.296 0.039 - - 0.211 0.364
Indl 0. 099 0.025 - - 0.051 0. 150
Ind2 0. 064 0.019 - - 0.032 0.108

Ind3 0. 133 0. 027 - - 0. 074 0.178
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Fig.1 Results of empirical analysis
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Fig.2 Effect of adjustment of Confucian values
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The Formation Mechanism of Environmentally Friendly Behavior of
Tourists under the Situation of Environmental Damage

— The Antecedents of Environmental Interpretation
and the Regulating Effect of Confucian Values
TAN Tianran
( School of Tourism Huagiao University Quanzhou 362000 China)

Abstract: The environmental friendly behavior of tourists is an important factor to realize the sustainable development
of tourism but the internal logic of environmental friendly behavior of tourists under the situation of environmental
damage and the interaction between environmental interpretation and tourists’ values on tourists’ environmentally
friendly behavior have been ignored by the academic circles. Based on the theory of resource conservation and from
the perspective of the visitor s perception this study constructs the relationship model between the environmental
commentary the Confucian values the environmental identity the pro—environment attitude and the environment—
friendly behavior. According to the empirical analysis of 376 valid tourist samples in Xiamen and Quanzhou it is
found that environmental interpretation positively affects tourists’ environmental identity pro—environmental attitude
and environmentally friendly behavior; there is an intermediary effect between environmental interpretation and
environmentally friendly behavior which is mediated by environmental identity and pro —environmental attitude;
tourists” Confucian values play a regulatory role in the relationship structure of “environmental interpretation —
environmental identity” and “environmental interpretation—environmental friendly behavior” .

Key words: environmental interpretation; environmentally friendly behavior; Confucian values; Resource

Conservation Theory



