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YT AT RS R R T A7 B 1 22 PR ] R
(BB L N4 BRAR I TS e IROK BEIRAE AL 3R
i Mg, DL K A= W) 22 R R 1 Bl 2D 45 (Viek et al,
2007), Hh REZEALE MBS A T ANE17 0,
AL DL ook N RS AT O i RV A A B 0
IEBNR AR 47 9 S & BT N (pro-envi-
ronmental behavior) FSZIRHLE , J& PR AT M4 BERY
WHBLHIT AR o RIS Y TR A S Il L R T
L2538 TR (F R4S, 2013) 4 A XT DAL & 1Y
SR PREE Ay S SR I IR R U R U TR 1
IRAT Xk >4 PR 55 A A 4 AT R A B
N EEIE L

H i SRS IR T N B BETE R+ 6 iR
Ui 2 A ORATT Ay B2 e i R AR PR o 32 G
AR o R IOCHIFGE 2 B OCTE FMRAT S B2 i A 2R
(Ajzen et al, 1973; Hines et al, 1987; Serenari et al,
2013), &F \EHT T A DG 1HEZE (Cottrell, 2003), Ul

s HEA:2013-11; /81T HEA:2014-01,
EETH: HEARPIEAESTH (41171121, 40961007)

FE 2SS K01

MERARIRED : A

# & (Hungerford et al, 1990) . ¥4 %l (Kollmuss et al,
2002) . 4F-#% (Honnold, 1984) . I A (Scott et al, 1991)
LSBT NIER, R IR I S R
17 4 B ¢ £ (Kim et al, 2006; Kuniyal et al, 2003;
Santos et al, 2005),

DAL 37 S D) 22 DA B kRS A A B
K, FEAEPEAEE BRSO T 1 0 R B
FRRAT A0 1] ) 52 1) PR 2R (Ko et al, 2012; 15 i &5,
2009; X1 40 HE, 2010; X1 B i 4, 2011; 3 B 1,
2010), %R e By PR RIREIE (S B A, 2009) 36
R VRE LR 2 T4, 2005) AT R T (R HERR AT,
2004) EHER? BT(F 254, 2011) A2 SRR (K
5545, 2008)5F HEA T IE A 5 534

Horr A AH G R — > HE S8 (Altman
et al, 1976), Hy J5 HA X FRLRAT Sy 1 1 1) VR T 2 4%
K i B 58 58 JIE (Jorgensen et al, 2001; Vaske et al,
2001). ZRTMI, “ 3175 "V g A —HuH Bl A AT ik
5, LA A6 i 7 B AR 7 R 0 b 7 B4
7R G FR Y EE A RN A B IR TN Y
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WFFEHER T o AR SC M #0028 1 B2 1 &, PSSl
TR T R S IR AT B R AR FE R
SE TR 0 A P i 75 R SRS i T o 3t D7 KA B 3
RAT R RS20

2 MBI S BB BB

2.1 AR SIMRIT AME

o MR (place attachment) T 10 Z24F K — H A&
V7 PO B2 I PR OFF SCRAE, 2007), B2
JEIAE O BRI HP i AR N5 T 22 [R) ) A7 R
SIS CRILEE, 2011), 7EBLA SR 537 A
[A] (place identity) . b 5 {f #fi (place dependence)l) A
Hb 77 % (sense of place) %5 M 2% AH 5 (Hidalgo et al,
2001). Hi 7 AR ZRSR M AFECOBE 15 T kb 5 AR Y
5 IR, BN R SR A 2L 1Y, 23 Bl I ) 2 A AR ik
(Morgan, 2010). 3 Kt , I [A] 2 Ji R a7
WAL ) FESZ R =, NS 20 A SR
AEE, NSRRI 38 4 7 AR ZIS 155 /8% (Cuba
et al, 1993); {H X T4 5k (4 1 J5 , 40 [ 88 35t 7 b
(¥ SCER 4, 2007; Cheng et al, 2012). [ % 24
(Kaltenborn et al, 2002; Ramkissoon et al, 2012) . 5%
P 2% 25 8] (Mazumdar et al, 1993)5% , FEi & 7E
S I PN A 2 7 A TR B 1 I IR AR

Williams %5 (1992) 78 X B 41 ie 70 3% 21y 1) 1 £
rh B b R FR AR AT A ] A
AEBEA A, XA AR LS R | FH R R i oy iR
AN M T R R —Fh D) REPE AR, AR T
BE R S R A 0 1% it %o AL R 1) 3 2 ) E
(Stokols et al, 1981), 5iRIE#H HIHRIFE 2 175 K
HARAHS 5 “Hb 5 AR J&—Fiokg il RS, 5114
5L B —F ¢ &R X RIKEGE— 1
I A A A R ECE TC R AR S R
U B MBI H R AT R RIS R A AR
1M JE i (Proshansky, 1978). Jil i 1 46 i (] 5 g
(AN B A A pR 25 B RE W 51 ) sy 45 i
e R 2 BRI R i E B b (B] [R) AR T g A
NS IR R, 7 A Rl B e )8, OF
T 7 R 7 ) FE AR KR AE (Low et al, 1992; Scan-
nell et al, 2010a),

iRt A b 7 R AT I T 20 122 80 4R 4K,
AR RO 0 3, F2E A di s sh i
TS HESE (Hwang et al, 2005); i T AR~ A b
5 MR 25 B R W] (Hammitt et al, 1996), 35 31 i

Hh 5 HRZANTE B 52 TR 2R TR Ui A el AR AR
(Kerstetter et al, 2001) ., 7 It i i 451 %& (Moore et al,
2003)  fill FZh ALK iR U7 4 A (Kyle et al, 2004)55 77
TS, 32 B 73 i OQTE  H B A A A5
X AR 118 b, 5 PRI 2R T R U 5 i it 178 A 17 R
A Th B A TR

ITEEAE  BE H ARG 5 N Z R ¢ R A5 5 H
P, b7 AR AR N T AR BRI b A B b i
X SR 5% 5t 1) by AR 5 LR ORA T SRy i ] 114 5C
FBUABFR AL . RAT A N SRR AR i 5l
FECA ARG AT RS A9 — M 4T (Sivek et al,
1990), FRORAT Ry A0 1] 2R 7R A~ N BRI S5 it i 24 7
SRR KELGSHERW, KA SR T
] Z [BIAFAE B 5 1 R, B AR A E g — A1
1A RCRE e R, e AT R S N SR IR AT
(Devine-Wright et al, 2010; Gosling et al, 2010;
Hernéndez et al, 2010); 2R 1M1}, Xf T & Z [H] C R )
RETREE RN DTG, WK BN — B4t
(Scannell et al, 2010b). X AJ GE& T RAFE YA 5
ARG b AR — s B R 125 &, 2208 1 b,
T3 MRZARAN [ 248 J32 XoF B PR AT Sy {8 1) PO 52 1) 26 5 (Ram-
kissoon et al, 2012); [R] ], FRERAT A {0 ) A< £ 7] fiE
T 1EAS [A] 25 Y (Vaske et al, 2001; Devine-Wright et
al, 2010), HLIFAAG BN IHEA ST E W E A, AT LA,
b HRAS 5 P RA T A ) 22 8] B8 N AR G R ATH AR 58
475 i (Scannell et al, 2010b; Uzzell et al, 2002), X
W T 3 b 5 R 788 TS [R) 48 5 5 B AT R b ) AN
R 4 5 =2 1] OC 22 1Y SR 98 A Bl T IR A B X —
[F]
2.2 MRS AR

T T A EE R A N R N S b
1926 F LA S NTE R H %3 3 25 (5 SCER, 2007), #i )7
WA Z A e BEAE N5 HU 5 3 & v B 7R A
7L Y (Hidalgo et al, 2001; Low et al, 1992); 17
ARG IRAT R Z [0 X R A58 A —3, ]
B2 H T B A3 43 50 DL SR a5t ™ b (FF SC R
4%, 2007; Cheng et al, 2012). [E %23 [l (Kaltenborn
et al, 2002; Ramkissoon et al, 2012). J*' #| Jiif #6 M
(Kyle et al, 2003)4¢ AN [A] S AU Y 22 1 s A T BF5T , T
KRAEFE S5 1 H A MR E R e P R

TR, NS HIRIREE B I R 255 0 HOo
% 10 (Langenau et al, 1984), 5 HARIAEE G R
FREE Y], HARZS b #R58 (Borrie et al, 2001); 47 4 =K
ZRET, FEBH S B 5 ) £ 47 5 R (Walker et al, 2008),
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X FREE 52 e 75 22 g 0 AR, LB fu ) T BR A [R) Y
fift it (Kaltenborn, 1998). AT, 7651 AL R ZE 1)
W N AT O R AR SR IR TR O R AR
R EL,

H A, T 5 AR BIFFE AR A HE 7 (place)
AUAE R — D IREE T 5%, IEANT T A B A B w1
fift B (Morgan, 2010), 713 Z W& T b 77 F# F (specific
attributes of place) 7F Hb J7 4 785 #4) F Hp (1) 78 764
(Stedman, 2003), {H & , #b 75 AR ZAIF 53 06451 LA 5 WK
FEAE I b 7 A th % s, R BN O 3L T 7 2 1Y [+
i, A 757 55 Pkl A B (AR (5 T) (Altman et
al, 1992). X L 4 5 e U — M AR T
oAt 2 5110 5 BT B B R SRR v 2T
M7 AR 2 WS 2 8 R S Z — (Gustafson,
2002), MBI ZEFRE X IR, i) (R &K
TN A I B T A S AT by (R B 3264 A R
A= A A8 I8 5 19 B2 L () 3= 28 2%, 2009). Sted-
man(2003) FBIFFE B SE iR HH 5 e SRS 4507
J7 IR b 7 AR AR i R BT R R
S, AT, Scannell 45(2010a) 76 AIF 5% A B SCHiK ) 5
filh [ 2 0 T K AR Y PPP — ZEAE ZEAE 2, AL HE A
(person) /> PR IS 2 (progress) MM 7 (place)3 MEJE ,
TR BRI T b A T Y R A AR 7R Y M
T REE R DL R A 2588 W BT 2R I RR I 5 )

R A T PR b T MR ) R A AR L
B TRATRIT 1 7 78 S I 55 i e PR A T A i )
MYICFR 255 A B (0 RE BT, 25 PR 2 A5
X N BT 52 00 (VD7 55, 2009)

2.3 HR|IE

LA SCER AT, 78 NI —1F B N —AT
SRR O R T R DL SRR

s H1 2 5 S 7 AR AR 2 T [ 5200

15 H2 « 1l 75 {7 X B R A T A 40 1) EAG 1 1]
AL

o, M7 AR5y R v I 1 b s A ] S Dy g
P 1) MR 9 44 J3E (Williams et al, 1992); 231
Scannell 55(2010a) A5, 1 5 7 A S AR 7S () 6F
G0l L4y Mt 23R 5% (social environment) Fl 5 2R FR
5% (physical environment) PJ /> 4 & ; 2 I Ramkis-
soon ZF(2012) I F 5T 45 5 , BT M AR I] 43 Ry 3 ST
R4 4T SR 5 1] (low effort pro-environmental be-
havioral intentions) 5 &= 8| B IR 4T A5 4] (high ef-
fort pro-environmental behavioral intentions), X B %

TN AN S ARYE IR T T B9 N85 0

J5TH AE AT AR G 2 /010 LA IX 53 (Thegersen,
2004), i e A5 A RL L (& 1), IR R HT AT
H2 B F Y .

fieise Hla: iy F SRS H A I [ L ) s

{EE H1b: 7 F ARG RIS 1 [T 500 5

B Hc: M A 2P0 b AR TE [ 520 5

B H1d: Ho 4t SRR i A L )52 5

5 H2a - 1 75 DA [R] X6 3y R B R A T A48 ) A7
nAEEAGR

fEi% H2b : b7 oA (R 32 2l RU PR ORA T A0 ) A7
NAEFAGE

% H2c « Hb 5 AR50 38 < 50 3R ORA 5 A o) A
E R RZ A 5

st H2d : b7 0T 32 sl R R ORA T A A ) A
E I

1 il
Fig.1 Structural model with hypotheses

3 SHIFFST

3.1 HRXIE

JUZE A5 F DU )11 48 Bo] U 6 1 TR M JLZE
1 B LS, BRI P LA T 2 AR ) 28 i A
Fro e DX DY FE BT AR S I A T S A YA Y
T B ESIENER SRR TR TR T R E
I — TSR DA DA v L T T AR R A AR LA i A
W R R A XU 22 Bk X TR B, 8 s ARG L 28
75 18K 95 FEXCHR S5 R A € S A B T L8 T TR AT
AR AR I SO A . AR SCLL A 2R KUse S5 4t 5 3R %
VA s B PR A6 B, SR 35] Ml R I3 Xoh it Ui 2 M
MRS IRAT R BRI EEN , DL UL T8 Ry 2 ) s HAA T
bk
3.2 B EITSRAE

B R S5 4 () 5 HEA T o Ml AR 7 o
R4 & LRI B SE BRI B0, A 25 T Willams
25 (1992) FA) 3t J7 R 78 e B T vk, B g T
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DA T4 5 114 3 A0 e R b 7 R A 1 4 4
TR bR MR T I FE AR 1T T 4 Ramkissoon 55
(2012) 5L 3R, 456 B NI SCPRIG O, i B 0%
V) e 2R AT B IAMRA T R A = S BT A
e PE A E T 3 MR AR 5 BT JLZE T M 7 R o
PR 2 56 T 2 0 U I S A T o, A AAE
e % JLIEVR BN SCERAE, 2007) JLZETA L7 TR
(ZERLLEF, 2009) 55 SCHR T L IUBE NS S i JLZE VA Hb
D7 R I S bR, AT JUIE A b T R )
TR, GG B AR IR N 5+ 2 R A 4
HAEAR . UL R RYIRA S il 2R ke R, <17
FoRAEW AR, 2" FRARMEE, 3R —M,
“4"FRFRL, ST ERNAER R . AN ARG
PNIBES g = R R

PN T 2012458 H 11-16 H7E JLEE I K
4 HE DR T8 R A, SR & R A 612 403, [T
BRELIAELIG SRATA 3025 587 1%, A RCEH 95.9%
33 TEER
3.3.1 iR AL

FE 587 A3 R v, Bl A 3 1 1 0 g e B3
PE(51.7%) W% 5 T 2o 1k (48.3%) . K 2K i & %
(47.6% ) B 4F- #& 78 30~45 % 2 [6] , 18~29 % ) (5
26.4% ,46~65 % 1115 10.5%, /NT 18 # FI K T 65 %
B350 5 14.4%H1 1% . 66.1% R A 2 1 &
EEE S s, KT XL L2201,
3.3.2 [FHEAHT

TR 5 [R) A A R B T AR AR
Cronbach's a Z FUZ N ) 12 (I &5 BE 1 F8
(Koufteros, 1999). HHZ55 o, “HuJr A SRR
PR =7 o 53 R < L€ ) 55 X A SR KRR A7
A Z A, “H 5 H AR T Cronbach's a
FE0R 0.678, I A 15 B3 F 1945 ME(E 0.7(Nunnal-
ly, 2010). £ 3CHk 7R , XF T 248 45 0 T 6 4 1)
Ay 3%, Cronbach's a R E0EF 0.6, /R {E5 EE AT L
$55Z (Petrick et al, 2002), [F] i 25 J& 31| 2544 7 R AR Y
WA i B /D N A B 34 AR o (1) SR (Bol-
len, 1998), & 84 “Hi 5 H SR IAEE " 19 3 0 A8 1 A
P BR . AEDETEIE T HAth 4% X 719 Cronbach's a £

HTE 0.787~0.903 Z [B] (& 1), MITFL5 4 ) — bk L FiE
PUPE RS E 4 (Nunnally, 2010),
3.3.3 kR T

iz FH 53 3iE ¥ A ¥ 43 B (Confirmatory Factor
Analysis, CFA)#F47 I i A5 RUAG 50 (35 2), 45 R &
B (D) 450 g 725 o 55 ) 17 Vs A2 o 22 [ ) s L TR
T BI7E 0.001 ZKF B2 T “Hy 3 SR
B2 AT (N —ZHEA ) oh At 5 8 &7 1
T ZMBUEAVE) KT 0.5, In) 4 HA AR I il
% (Anderson et al, 1998); @ £ N T 14 & 15 =
(CRY¥IK T 0.6(0.69~0.88), 25 & -1 )5 2= BUE 25
I, TR V- I8 U7 25 AR U R (R AR, 2009),
R P 7 S et AR, 00 PR AT R AT R0 Wt ] R 3R
P AT TR T

H 1 X 515K ¥ (Discriminant Validity) A] iR
8 A IS A7 (5 AR i 22 B B AR R A T, B —
) CFA 55 ) 55 IR Al 45 78 QR BT A7 5 78 k22 ) )
FAE T R (A DPIFME LT 17y 22 50k
Wi, BT /N T B 25 AR 3R DX R0
(Bagozzi et al, 1982), #RAIFL 545 R , K PR
A0 5 BT AR D f)o 2Z2 22(3980.1) [ FH B df 2 22
(15)i K FARAENE 7.879, 7€ 0.001 K | I 3, HIAR
TG B4 DX B0
3.3.4 BRI

FERR AL S8 3 A e 5 )y AL AR %o 0 5 761
PTG o AR KA SR IE SR8 DL i 45 44 R RS AR
ZHAETT T (Um et al, 1999), %5 1Bk i
MR ZTCIEZS A3 A, PR I B e AR B i 264 71
BRI . S5ART, I I & AR 1 1 e 1 R 5L
AL XHE A T 0.04~1.55 Z [ (F/N T 3), I8 R 5
FI 48 XHE AT 0.16~2.83 Z [ (F4/NF 10), FF A IES
AR R 5 (Hair et al, 1998), 51 FH R KAL) 9K 1 %
BRI I SHGHE TG T

BRI BRI A S5 R )EM, R 5 AmE
Z W Go/df) LB A 48 B (CF B A A 48 £
(GFI) VA5 LG R EE 8 S (AGFD 34 5 i ik 2%
(RMR)FIIL B4 J7 AR 5% 22 (RMSEA) -0 A 48 B i
HE YR B T AR, SR SAR LA B RIE T #F

*1 &FEFH Cronbach’s a ZE

Tab.1 Cronbach’s & values for each factor

K4 FR Cronbach's a 2% K44 Fr Cronbach's a 22 %% K% Cronbach's a 22 %%
7 F SRS 0.678 7 0.873 NP RIARA T R i ] 0.828
otk 3 0.869 /AR 0.787 F BRI TR ] 0.804
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Fz2 WIEEEFHHH
Fig.2 Confirmatory factor analysis
2 8% Bt Ak PR 67 i HA1ERE(CR) SFH O ZEHIBUA(AVE)
Hb )y BRI 0.69 0.43
JUFEI RGO IR 0.69%**
JUFE I P PR S — S Y 0.69%**
TE VB IRIBGE SR [ SRR —1k 0.57%%%
M7 FE s 0.87 0.64
FUIEIRA Dy LA B 34k 0.70%**
JUFEIAT I SR 1) el AT 0.86%**
JUFE I R A 3 O U 0.86%**
JUFEE AT 5 | N AR 0.76%**
Hb 5 A ) 0.81 0.59
JUFE ) Z e i 75 AR AT 7= 5L 0.82% %
Pt IIE AT AR TR E A % 0.817%*
JUIE I &R A A 1) — 4 0.66%**
Hb 5 s 0.88 0.64
JUFE HC b AT by #1536 A e U 0.87%**
K JUIE VA TR WA ARAS P J SR 5 At S X 0.83%%
FRICTEAE FA 5 DX BRAS BUAE 1 AR50 FrE 0.79%%*
T HAL Y 5% X AT LA AR HE 0.71%%*
PSP RIARA T ] 0.84 0.63
TR 5 DI A ] 0.87%**
T BHRA TP 3K 0.82%%*
A TR B IX AR 0.68%**
F BRI T i 1] 0.82 0.62
FRIE RS B S X A A5 0.91%%*
TSRS B X B R AR K F 0.89%*
BB BIRABT T RIS AU 0.50%**
¥ FORTE0.05 K T B3, = FR7E0.01 K P T B3, KR 7E0.001 KT B3,
=3 HHARENNGERE
Tab.3 Goodness—of—fit indices of structure equation model
LA HEEL cldf CFI GFI AGFI RMR RMSEA IFI TLI NFI
Frife <5.00 =0.90 =0.90 =0.80 <0.10 <0.06 =0.90 =0.90 =0.90
R 3.06 0.95 0.93 0.90 0.078 0.059 0.95 0.94 0.92

FELE R BN AT SRS IR T 127
3.3.5 s R

AT FE R TS5 #4757 2 56 UE 7 R o by 7
FIRORAT A ] 2 (] R (B 2) 0 UL A% £ A B oA
FEIRF i far 28 0.50~0.91 22 [, A I (ELH4I7E 0.001 7K
- ORI ) O AL S EREE RN SRR
S5 WA 2 B 10 At LA o 5 VAR i 22 [ O R
ST iy ok e VUL - Saio i =40 s/ aa 0] 2
TR VAR i

RERLS S5 (8 2 R HFEW . O Bk HL AT
B A BB AT, B Hb 5 Re 0TI 1 SR RS 248 B %t b 7y
A 7] (.=12.124, p<0.001; S=0.84) Fl b J7 4 #i (=

, a RSB
RIFSE - =
i A SRIREE N pet

AR
3

0.29™

T *FORIE0.05KF FIE, =RRTEOOUKE FBE, R
0.001KF T R#; LAFRBERE, BAFRBEREH,
K12 477 RERRBREAL [T ) 2R B AR 15
Fig.2 Path diagram of structure equation model with

standardized coefficients
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Tab.4 Results of hypotheses test
B Lisang ik Lsang
H1: H75RF B—> b 7 A v H2 AR A —> PR RA T Ayl ] °
Hla: 375 ARG —>Hb 77N ] V H2a: 37\ Al —>308 5 PR RAT i ] v
Hib: H77 H IR EREE—> 3 7 s V H2b : {77 A F—> T SRR T o fii X
Hic: #J5#t2e0p s —>H 75 AR V H2e: b7 fRA—> 308~ B RAT i ] X
H1d: #J5 #E 2 PRI —> 4 75 i V H2d: {7 HOi—> = SRR T o fii ) \/

T NFRBIR T, X R AT, , o FR BT BAT

11.212, p<0.001; =0.70)) HA & 2 14 1F [m] 520, [7]
st s 75 45 SO A9 A 2 A 58 4 X6 b 7 N TR (126,437,
p<0.001; £=0.24) Fll #h J5 4 i (=5.691, p<0.001; B=
0.22) ¥ A7 1 25 1 1E [m) 2 i) 5 ) s H2 191
BEAR A ST < Horr, 1 5 S 1) b D7 N [ 24 5 o) 3
SFRUPRORA T A ) A S 3 Y I ] 5 0 (/=3.405, p<
0.001; =0.23) , 1 5 478 (1) 1tb, 5 5 248 o %of 3 By 7
IS ORAT AT 1) A 3 B A [9] 5 ) (/=4.486, p<
0.001; f=0.29).

FrufEfb S 52 45 R (3% 5)3R WY, JLEE W TR e
TR SF R IR T A 0 1] R Bh R IR LR T oA ] B T
535132 1 Hb 5 DA TR b (RO Y L5 22 b i
TEARKRREE 152 3 b J5 R 5T A 19 SR PR 48 B2 (1) 1]
FEFC 3 JUFEIR b Ty B SR IR BE AR B X i b A
[Fi] 5 by 5 MRS ) e 28 A v T S PR B 4

x5 7R RN R AR IRRIT A 5 5 AR AL S8
Tab.5 Standardized total effects of specific attributes of
place and place attachment on pro—environment

behavioral intentions

R RESPRIML ESRIPRR
H i

Tymfuim Ay A
M7 AR —  0.84 0.70 0.27 0.27
Wit iii—  0.24 0.22 0.08 0.08
H 75 AR — 0.23 0.08
Ho 7 RO — 0.11 0.29

4 Phie4iE

4.1 itig
4.1.1 7 ARZT PR T A0 ] E) 5 M LR

A 3 ) A A R R R M Ty KA S IR T
B2 1) 22 [D 9 P E DG 2R, 45 SR 28 I b 5 AR 28R 1) A ] 4
JEE X AN (7] 5 TR0 AR AT S A0 1] ) 5 T 7 AE K 2
5o L X o AR B IR TR R R

H 5 A 5 INORAT R NAESC R LB, X T HEbT B Hif
MR A PR P I A B2 L

FEILFER S0 - QD il e 3557 78 I AR A T
R A6 ) T A7 b DA [R] S 2 e , RIWR X6 kb
LA TR AR 7 A i 9 2 S ] 7 G 9 A 51 R
ST R AL SRR AT A . H A TR A o B
AT AR IR LR AT N A ) 5 A H (Vaske et al,
2001). X JE B b MRS B 58 6 B, 76 - b 5= B
A ) RS, 42 it 2 X6 PR3 ) SR IR A T N Y
A3 58, Hoath 7 A ) R 21 (Hay, 1998). XL
FEVRTRIEF 5, A M7 7R J b A2 5 ik
W RPN O A PEREAR A=, A2 (i Ui 25 A 1 )
AT AR R A A ANAT R, AR SRR R it ), 78
WS RIARAT e B R R F Y R @
i e 3 Zh R IRAT S A0 ) 252 7 (R )
25520, RIS by B D REMEAR AR 1 il
SR ORI A7 3 DG U FAE 47 4 Ml i) B 5 %
Ui, AR, FRESEE AT s 252 1
07 M8 ) 5% Wil (Ramkissoon et al, 2012), 54~ A2y
AT R LRI TAG B EE AN [F], X o8 R A4 Ak
JEE B3 D0, 5 A AR b 7 B D REE 45 A 4% DTk
# (Bricker et al, 2000). 7t 70 A RAIKINLIE I B
A H BRI DI REYE R IEE , IR LUE 2 194
kR Ed T REVE Y AT RSB
4.1.2 b7 RE O b 5 AR AN RA A2

JUZE B Hb J7 5 JOT 6T e i o by AR 7 1 ey et L
A EEHEZEWNEN, Hr, BRI GE R0k
FH TR AR S LA S PR R AR R R——AF
T A AR5 M) JLEE VR R X, [ AR IR B 2
el i U 2 %k JUEE VA BEIRA (B A N 1 22 R 3R (S
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AR IR EE 5000 7 A TRl A el 5 AT 220
A4 5 E M (Clayton, 2003; Gosling et al, 2010; Relph,
1976) , i i #3881 HAT B R TE B R AE AR R AR
B AR R LE R R WL B AR AT R DL
BREM R A2 HAE R, 5 U8 B SR IREE Z [H] AT
TNk ZE (Proshansky et al, 1983), fE 8 17 1 A
(] IS 8 5 R EsF, R 30 (%) 3T 31 5 i e A e
SR BT AR LRI F AR MR SRR Z 1
T I 1 P AR 2 17 55 i 380 i U0 A X L EE VA Y
Hi 5

ARSI RONAR T H AR IR E4E L | JLBEH b y
R IO 1Ak 2 B B A4 3 X8 iR i b AR A B
R IE WIS, b A SO 25 SR e 1 AN [ T Y
JEVE(Sack, 1997) , 1M SE AN R AA ) b 7 RS
4.1.3 JUFE UL R BT T AR PR T A )

NBIFT R AR = A ARk, &
SRV Z IR IE R A3 S %, e S 1 )& (HAR
A AN IR B SR AT A XA AT 43 81 38 o3 (2R 18 1,
1999). A WFFE KRBT, X545 b )7 iR ARAR 7T g
FOHZ 7 1 PR3P 4T O (Ramkissoon et al, 2012;
Stedman, 2002; Walker et al, 2003, 2008),

UMY R AT UV R Ui & e R AR 5
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] AT — 5 IE ] 5200, R I % b 5 SR PR A
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(1) E SR IR BEAE by — Tl b 7 R 5 0] R it o A BR AR AT
SR T E RV . R G MY
b5 R B T IR AT A ] 4 5 e 2052 S AR, O
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Relationship between specific attributes of place, tourists' place attachment
and pro—environment behavioral intentions in Jiuzhaigou

WAN lJicai, ZHANG Jie, LU Shaojing, LI Li
(Department of Land Resource and Tourism Sciences, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210046, China)

Abstract: Along with the increasing concern about the relationship between human and environment, the rela-
tionship between tourist place attachment and their pro-environment behavioral intentions has been studied by a
few researchers. However, "place" has always been taken as the context without an explicit explanation of the
connotation and its potential role. The specific attributes of a place, referring to the comparative strength or
uniqueness of the place, have been hardly considered in the research framework of pro-environment behaviors
and intentions although it is the fundamental and indispensable element of the human-environment interactions,
especially in a distinctive and impressive destination such as Jiuzhaigou. Jiuzhaigou is a natural World Heritage
site in China, famous for its splendid natural scenery and the Tibetan customs and traditions. Using Jiuzhaigou
as the study case, this article took the specific attributes of the place(containing natural environment and social
environment of Jiuzhaigou perceived by tourists) as the antecedents, place attachment(containing place depen-
dence and place identity) as the intermediaries, and pro-environment behavioral intentions(containing low effort
pro-environment behavioral intentions and high effort pro-environment behavioral intentions) as consequences
to establish a structural model for further exploration of the relationship between tourists' place attachment and
their pro-environment behavioral intention, and for an experimental examination of the role of specific attributes
of a place in that relationship. Data were collected by structured questionnaire survey carefully designed and
amended. One variable was removed after the initial reliability and validity analysis. After confirmatory factor
analysis, the model was tested. The overall fit of the measurement model suggested a reasonable model fit to the
data given the sample size and number of indicators. Finally two of eight hypotheses were rejected and all of the
rest were accepted. Four main conclusions have been obtained by this research: (1) significant discrepancy exists
between two dimensions of place attachment for their influences on pro-environment behavioral intentions of
different types; (2) "specific attributes of Jiuzhaigou" has a significant positive impact on tourists' place attach-
ment, indicating its importance in the development of tourists' place attachment; (3) "specific attributes of Jiu-
zhaigou" has a significant positive impact on tourists' pro-environment behavioral intentions by mediating tour-
ists' place attachment, performing as an effective predictor for tourists' pro-environment behavioral intentions
and an indispensable factor in research related to tourists' place attachment and pro-environment behavioral in-
tentions and their relationship; (4) different specific attributes of Jiuzhaigou had varied effects, namely, more ob-
vious attributes of a specific place(natural environmental attributes of Jiuzhaigou) have more significant effects.

Key words: specific attributes of place; place attachment; pro-environment behavioral intentions; structural

model; Jiuzhaigou



