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INTRODUCTION

In the last decades, the concept of sustainable 
development (SD) has been getting more and more 
interest from general publics. Sustainable 
development has become a ubiquitous paradigm for 
development, the catchphrase for international aid 
agencies, and the slogan of environmental and 
economic activities including tourism (Eusébio, 
Kastenholz, & Breda, 2014; Ukaga, Moumouni, 
Reichenbach, & Maser, 2010). Researchers have 
advocated the importance of the notion and a 
number of research has been devoted to further 
extend our understandings of travelers’ sustainable 
travel behavior (STB) by using their attitude toward 
sustainable development (Adongo, Taale, & Adam, 
2018; Ivanov et al., 2018; Xu & Fox, 2014) The 
attitude-behavior gap, however, often results in 
inconsistency between travelers’ opinions and their 
actual behaviors of sustainable tourism. An 
objective representation of travelers’ STB in a 
destination can contribute to maintain high-quality 
environments and enhance the competitiveness and 
sustainability of a tourist destination. To achieve 
this goal, it is critical to use a valid and reliable 
measurement tool to assess the STB. In response, 
the main purpose of this study is to develop and 
validate a multidimensional sustainable travel 
behavior scale. The goal of the present study was 
to develop a measurement scale that will assist 
understanding the sustainable travel behavior.

METHOD

The study followed recommended steps for 
scale development and validation (Chen, Gully, & 
Eden, 2001; Chen, Zhao, & Huang, 2020; Churchill, 
1979, Lehto, 2013): (1) initial item production; (2) 

scale purification; (3) exploratory factor analysis 
(EFA); (4) assessing reliability and validity through 
rigorous statistical analyses. 

Research on sustainable tourism suggests that 
traveler’s sustainable behaviors can be viewed in 
economic, environmental, and socio-cultural 
dimensions of sustainability. Economic 
sustainability requires net economic profits for local 
residents and service supply agents, and the 
economic benefits of tourism should be fairly 
distributed throughout the community (Gurung & 
Seeland, 2008; Stukalo, Krasnikova, Krupskyi, & 
Redko, 2018). Environmental sustainability requires 
green consumptions such as reducing resource 
consumption and waste (Ballantyne, Packer, & Falk, 
2011; Chen, Chen, & Lee, 2011; Moscardo & 
Murphy, 2016) to protect the quality of the 
environment and cause a minimal damage on natural 
resources. Socio-cultural sustainability implies 
respect for social identity, social capital, community 
culture and assets of a destination (Blancas et al., 
2011; Fons, Iaquinto, 2015; Moscardo & Murphy, 
2016). A total of 31 STB items was pooled from 
previous research and recommendations from 
NGOs, and subjected to a survey. In addition to 
STB items, 4 questions asking respondents' level 
of concerns on environment, economy, 
culture/society, and STB were included in the 
survey for verification purpose. Questions for 
demographic characteristics, travel frequency, 
gender, year born, and marital status were also 
included. 

Data for this study was collected online by 
using email and Google Form. The study used 
convenience sampling method and targeted students 
of a major university located in Danang, Vietnam, 
which was one of the fast-growing tourism cities. 
The initial survey was conducted from 15th to 19th 
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March, and a follow up survey was conduected from 
22th to 26th March 2021. The follow up survey 
includes questions on STB related concepts 
including Environmental Awareness (Schuhwerk & 
Lefkoff-Hagius, 1995), Environmental 
Consciousness (Huang, Lin, Lai, & Lin, 2014), and 
Willingness to Sacrifice for the Environment (Davis, 
Le, & Coy, 2011). All items were measured by a 
5-point Likert type scale. Questionnaires were 
initially developed in English and then translated 
into Vietnamese.

FINDINGS

The initial survey had resulted in 523 usable 
responses. Respondents who travel less than one 
time a year (n=17) were removed from the data 
set. As a result, 506 remained samples were used 
to develop the STB scale. Data were first subjected 

to descriptive statistics to evaluate standard 
deviation, skewness, and kurtosis. By applying item 
selection criteria of sd > 1, skewness estimate <|2|, 
or kurtosis estimates <|4| (Field, 2013), 4 items were 
excluded (see Table 1). Items for environmental, 
economic and socio-cultural STB were subjected 
to correlations analyses with respondent’s level of 
concern on environment, economy and 
culture/society, respectively. As a result, four items 
with correlation coefficient smaller than .35 
(Boateng et al., 2018) were excluded from further 
analyses. EFAs and reliability analysis were applied 
to the remaining items to check the 
uni-dimensionality and the Cronbach’s alpha of item 
deleted. None of items were removed during the 
process, prove that all three factors are 
uni-dimensional and items in each factor are 
internally consistent. 

Table 1. Sustainable Travel Behavior Scale (n=506) 

Factor Items Factor 
loading Cum.% Eigen

Value α

Enviromental 
STB

I choose tourism services with less carbon emissions. .763

56.91 8.537 .900

I recycle garbage (e.g. paper, glass, plastic). .746
I buy eco-friendly products. .793
I choose to walk whenever it is possible. .638
I stay in eco-friendly lodging. .639
I pack eco-friendly essentials in my luggage. .705

Economic 
STB

I choose locally owned restaurants. .792

7.33 1.099 .889

I choose local guide services whenever it is possible .672
I choose restaurants that serves locally produced food. .721
I choose locally owned accommodations .780
I choose a package that give back to local community when 
I use a package trip. .645

Socio-cultural
STB

I wear appropriate dress .733

6.12 .918 .885
I visit cultural sites of the region. .743
I learn a few words of the local language to use. .763
I try to experience local culture .739

KMO= .954; Chi-square= 5141.585; sig=.000; Total variance: 70.36%

Deleted items list: I try not to disturb wildlife when I visit natural areas”, “I choose tourism services that help 
preservation of the natural environment”, “I refuse to buy products made from protected resources 
or endangered animals”, "I pick up and dispose my own trash” (Descriptive analysis); “I use 
public transportations whenever it is possible”, “I don’t use disposal goods provided by 
accommodations”, “I choose to travel during off-season”, “I pack light as much as possible” 
(Correlation coefficient analysis); “I try to reduce energy consumption”, “I buy authentic local 
products”, “I participate in cultural activities”, “I taste authentic local foods”, “I study local customs 
before visiting” (Stepwise regression analysis); “I buy local made arts and crafts”, “I choose 
tourism services that includes local cultural activities”, “I am sensitive to when and where I 
take photo of people” (EFA).
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In order to further reduce number of items 
for each factor, a summated score of items for each 
factor was calculated. A series of regression 
analyses with stepwise method was applied for each 
summated score. The first 6 items selected in 
stepwise regression model were chosen and the 
explaining power of the regression model with 6 
items was checked to be over 95%. Finally, the 
remaining 18 qualified items were put in to EFA 
with Varimax rotation method and the known factor 
number of 3. Items with factor loadings greater than 
.40 in more than one factor were excluded, and 15 
final items were retained (see Table 1). Eigenvalue 
of ‘Socio-cultural STB’ (.918) was accepted because 
this factor was widely accepted in ‘Sustainable 
Tourism Development’ dimensions. The 

appropriateness of the factor analysis was also 
checked by examining the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
(KMO) (.954) and Bartlett’s test result (5141.585, 
p=.000). Internal consistency reliability, the most 
widely used reliability method (Delamere, 1998), 
ranges from .885 to .900 and indicates that the STB 
scale is highly reliable. 

To test the factor structure of STBS, CFA 
test by using RStudio Lavaan package was 
conducted for 10 separately generated data sets with 
400 randomly selected samples from the original 
data, and results of fit indices are depicted in Table 
2. Results in Table 2 indicate that all the fit indices 
are within acceptable range for all the tests, and 
suggest that the factor structure of STBS is stable 
and reproducible.

 
Table 2. Results of CFAs for STBS (n=400) 

Sample Test CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Samle Test CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
Test 1 .972 .966 .059 .032 Test 6 .972 .967 .058 .032
Test 2 .981 .977 .047 .031 Test 7 .971 .965 .061 .033
Test 3 .973 .967 .055 .034 Test 8 .964 .956 .064 .036
Test 4 .971 .965 .060 .033 Test 9 .966 .959 .063 .035
Test 5 .970 .964 .057 .033 Test 10 .968 .961 .060 .034

Verification of STBS was first checked with 
respondent’s level of concern on environment, 
economy, and culture/society of a destination. 
Respondents were grouped into low, neutral and 
high in their level of concern based on their respones 
to the quetions. Results in Table 3 show that the 

score of envirionmental, econimic, and 
socio-cultural STB is sifgnificantly different by 
level of environmental, economic, and 
socio-cultural concern, indicating concurrent 
validity of the scale. 

Table 3. STB by Level of Environmental, Economic, and Cultural/Social Concern (n=506) 

Concern on Environment Concern on Economy Concern on 
Society-culture

t
Low

(n=32)
Neutral  
(n=14)

High
(n=460)

Low
(n=67)

Neutral
(n=138)

High
(n=301)

Low
(n=30)

Neutral
(n=16)

High
(n=460)

Enviromental STB 2.182 3.762 4.312 139.642***
Economic STB 3.030 3.678 4.166 63.316***

Socio-cultural STB 1.842 3.578 4.218 141.448***

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Verification of STBS was also checked by 
the correlation coefficients with related concepts. 
As a results of the follow up survey, a total of 201 
valid responses was obtained for envirionmental 

awareness, envrironmental consuciousness, and 
sacrifice for environment. Results in Table 4 
indicate all the correlation coefficients are 
statistically signficant, yet not strong to support to 
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measure the same aspect. It is also noteworthy to 
observe that correlation coefficients of 
environmental STB are relativley higher than 

economic and socio-cultural STB with related 
concepts which is focusing environmentatl aspects. 

Table 4. Correlation Coefficients of STB with Related Concepts (n=201)

Enviromental STB Economic STB Socio-cultural STB
Environmental Awareness .413** .309** .288**
Environmental Consciousness  .398** .349** .299**
Sacrifice for Environment .402** .356** .330**  

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

IMPLICATIONS

This study seeks to develop a sustainable 
travel behavior scale. The STBS suggested consists 
of 15 items with 3 factors, i.e., environment, 
economy and society/culture. A series of statistical 
analyses indicated stability and validity of the scale 
developed. It is expected that this scale contributes 
to the interpretation of the complex procedure of 
sustainable tourism promotion which entails the 
mixed effects of many psychological, cognitive and 
contextual factors. Applicability and 
generalizability of the scale, however, are subjected 
to further verification in different cultural settings 
and with other related concepts.
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INTRODUCTION

Sustainable tourism is defined as “forms of 
tourism which meet the needs of tourists, the tourism 
industry, and host communities without 
compromising the ability of future generations to 
meet their own needs” (Swarbrooke, 1999, p. 13). 
Measured through economic, environmental, and 
social sustainability (UNWTO, 2007), sustainable 
tourism reflects a form of tourism that is safe and 
equitable for all stakeholders. According to a market 
research report conducted by Technavio (2019) 
prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, the global 
sustainable tourism market was expected to grow 
at a compound annual growth rate of 10% between 
2019 and 2023. American and European tourists 
want more eco-friendly vacations and are willing 
to pay more for eco-friendly accommodations 
(TripAdvisor, 2012; Kummerer, 2018; eHotelier, 
2020). However, previous studies were limited and 
did not explore the psychographic characteristics of 
sustainably minded tourists or delve into how these 
tourists defined eco-friendly travels. 

In an effort to better understand tourist 
motivations and sustainable behaviors, research has 
been conducted in the fields of tourism, psychology, 
and environmental science to further define the 
types of tourists and their motivations (Landon et 
al., 2018). Environmental psychology has found that 
several factors influence an individual’s 
environmental responsibility such as: 
pro-environmental attitudes and identity, general 
disposition to take responsibility, an affinity for the 

environment and diversity around them, and 
personality traits (Passafaro et al., 2015). 
Determining the environmental psychology and 
value system held by an individual is complex and 
there are many avenues for study.

This study pulls from the Value-Belief-Norm 
(VBN) model to better understand the 
environmental psychology of the respondents in 
accordance with the principles of Biospheric

Values (Stern et al., 1999). Biospheric values 
are understood as the willingness to engage in 
pro-environmental behaviors and the degree to 
which they are concerned with the costs and benefits 
of the entire ecosystem (Doran et al., 2018, p. 225). 
Previous literature using the VBN principles has 
found that biospheric values do reflect 
environmental attitudes (Lee & Jan, 2018; 
Jakovcevic & Steg, 2013). The importance of 
biospheric values in tourism research is in the 
development of sustainable tourism industries that 
are aligned with the values of the tourist. In 
conjunction with environmental psychology, tourist 
travel personalities presented on a psychographic 
scale provide a basis for understanding the 
psychology of travel (Plog, 2001). Plog defines 
tourists in three categories on a spectrum from 
Psychocentric Travelers, who prefer well-developed 
and recognizable tourism options, to the Allocentric 
Travelers, who prefer less developed destinations 
and unusual activities. The remainder fall into 
groups in between, with the largest being Midcentric 
Travelers who have characteristics of both 
personalities. Plog’s research found that personality 
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characteristics play a role in a tourist's travel patterns 
as well as destination preference.

Research on sustainable tourists and 
traditional tourists is important to clearly define the 
wants, needs, and values of these tourists. Using 
the theories on biospheric values, sustainable 
tourism, and tourist typology, this study examines 
tourist identification in relation to their values, 
beliefs, norms, and behaviors. 

OBJECTIVES

1. Identify the role of biospheric values and 
sustainable tourism values in predicting 
outcomes. 

2. Identify constructs within biospheric values, 
sustainable tourism values, and participation in 
pro-environmental activities and behaviors.

3. Compare tourist typology relationship with 
biospheric values, sustainable tourism values, and 
participation in pro-environmental activities and 
behaviors.

METHODOLOGY

This study employed convenience, snowball 
type sampling methods. All participants were at least 
eighteen years of age and the data collection process 
maintained anonymity; they received no incentive 
to participate in this study. This research was 
conducted online by delivering the survey via social 
media and email using the Qualtrics platform. The 
questionnaire utilized in this study was updated from 
a previous pilot study. Consisting of 23 questions, 
the survey was broken into two parts. The second 
half, which this research analysis is based on, 
questioned respondents about their personal beliefs 
and behaviors related to eco-travel. There were three 
agreement scales measured on a five-point Likert 
scale that questioned Sustainable Tourism Values, 
Biospheric Values, and Pro-environmental 
Participation.

FINDINGS

The sampling resulted in 244 viable and 
completed surveys.  Survey respondents were 67% 
female with 68% of the respondents being white. 
Thirty-four percent were between the ages of 26 

and 35 years old and 45% had earned a bachelor’s 
degree. Analyses found a direct positive correlation 
between Sustainable Tourism Values and 
Biospheric Values. Eight factors emerged from the 
40 items in the Sustainable Tourism Values, 
Biospheric Values, and Pro-environmental 
Participation scales. When compared with the tourist 
typologies, there were notable differences found 
between the factors identified within Biospheric 
Values and Pro-environmental Participation.

In order to determine respondents’ biospheric 
and sustainable tourism values, they were evaluated 
on a five-point Likert scale. Correlation analyses 
found a positive relationship between biospheric 
values and sustainable tourism values; All values 
were found to be significantly correlated illustrating 
a strong relationship between Biospheric Values and 
Sustainable Tourism Values. Two multiple 
regression analyses were employed with biospheric 
agreement levels and sustainable tourism values to 
predict outcomes. Significant predictors of 
biospheric agreement levels were “I consider the 
potential environmental impact of my actions,” “I 
am concerned about wasting resources,” “willing 
to be inconvenienced for environmentally 
sustainable actions,” “important that the tourism 
industry supports sustainable practices when 
choosing a destination,” “important that tourism 
development should not increase crime,” and 
“preservation of local culture.” 

Factor analysis was utilized to identify 
groupings of the Biospheric Values, Sustainable 
Tourism Values, and Pro-environmental 
Participation. From the 11 biospheric values, two 
factors were identified and labeled by the 
researchers as Environmentally Conscientious and 
Nature vs. Humans. From the 12 sustainable tourism 
values, two factors were identified and labeled 
Environmental Impacts and Socio-economic 
Impacts. Interestingly, the factors identified in the 
sustainable tourism values only reflected two 
constructs although there are three pillars of 
sustainable tourism. From the 16 pro-environmental 
participation items, four factors were identified and 
labeled Purchase Green Alternatives, Nature 
Partaker, Eco-friendly at Home, and Traditional 
Interaction with Environment. 

Survey respondents were also asked how they 
felt about themselves as a tourist. Nearly 58% of 
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respondents preferred destinations with 
well-developed amenities that also allowed them to 
escape the crowd to explore less developed or 
natural environments. This indicates that the 
majority identified as Midcentric on Plog’s 
typology. Using one-way ANOVA tests, the three 
tourist typologies were compared against the 
different constructs that were identified using factor 
analysis from each scale. The ANOVA results 
indicated that Allocentric personalities were more 
environmentally responsible and had higher 
participation in pro-environmental activities. There 
were no significant differences found between 
typologies in the Environmental Impacts and 
Socio-economic Impacts factors in the sustainable 
tourism values scale indicating all tourist typologies 
see value in sustainable tourism.

IMPLICATIONS 

With increased interest from tourists to plan 
eco-friendly travels, it is essential for tourism 
professionals to understand the specific values and 
ideologies of this growing movement of sustainable 
tourists. This study investigates the relationship 
between and tourist types with environmental 
behaviors and values within tourism. From a 
consumer perspective, the factors associated with 
sustainable behaviors and values can be used for 
policy planning to achieve tourism sustainability 
(Shamsub & Lebel, 2012). Examining tourist 
typology enables industry professionals to identify 
viable market segments that value sustainable 
tourism and utilize this information to focus on 
sustainable tourism development. The practical 
benefits of this are 1) development of a better 
understanding of sustainable tourism values by 
varying types of consumers 2) identifying how to 
use sustainable values and tourist typologies to 
create better strategies for implementing sustainable 
changes, recognizing the type of changes needed, 
and identifying marketing avenues. 

Travelers, in this survey, who self-identified 
as Allocentric aligned with environmentally 
conscious values on the biospheric scale but were 
“neutral” on the value of green accreditation. This, 
in turn, calls into question as to who values 
certification. All tourist types acknowledged their 
negative impact on the environment, reflecting 

previous studies findings for overall tourist demand 
for more sustainable options. The 24 values in the 
Biospheric Values and Sustainable Tourism Values 
scales were factored down into four constructs with 
three focusing on the tourist’s interaction with the 
environment. The use of these constructs defines 
how values are perceived; in turn, destinations 
marketing a sustainable tourism product can focus 
on the constructs affecting the environment as those 
directly impact tourism choices. This can include 
creating sustainability initiatives through marketing 
that directly examines the impact of humans on 
nature and how tourism stakeholders can be 
environmentally conscientious. 
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INTRODUCTION

Agritourism is a niche of the broader aspect 
of the tourism industry. It is a tourism activity that 
involves visiting an agricultural farm for pleasure, 
education, or any active involvement in farm 
activities usually organized and operated by farm 
owners (Nair, Lo & Ragayn, 2015).Agritourism can 
be traced back to the concept of sustainability. 
Sustainable tourism came about due to the adverse 
effect of unregulated mass tourism during the 1970s 
on the social, cultural, and especially environment 
movement (Lane et al., 2013; Briney, 2018). Other 
variants of sustainable tourism likewise emerged 
such as pro-poor tourism, volunteer tourism and 
slow tourism and ecotourism (Lane et al., 2013; 
Dorin-Paul, 2013). Among those forms of 
sustainable development and conservation in 
tourism, ecotourism has become a particular focus 
(Stronza, 2001).

The growth of agritourism has been hindered 
by several factors.One of the challenges in the 
agritourism aspect is the lack of communication 
between stakeholders: agritourism providers; 
destination marketing organization; and the 
agritourist (Boley et al, 2014).In Sri Lanka, farmers 
were constrained to delve with agritourism since 
there was the absence of a policy that will support 
the promotion and participation in the 
agritourism.The same case was observed in the 
Caribbean were farmers have difficulty in engaging 
in agritourism due to considerable investments in 
facilities given that they have limited funding. Also, 
government’s lack of support, as well as no 
comprehensive policy in place, lower the 
possibilities of the development of agritourism 
sector (Thomas, Moore & Edwards, 2018).In the 
Philippines, a limited standardizations and 
accreditation led to the challenges in the potential 

growth of agritourism development (Science and 
Education for Agriculture and Development, 2011). 
With this, the researcher thought that baseline 
studies like determining the agritourism typology 
and characteristics of Region XI (Davao Region) 
will be helpful in the market aspect of this emerging 
tourism sector such as marketing and market 
behavior.

METHOD

The descriptive research is appropriate to be 
determining the agritourism typology and 
characteristics, and agritourists behavioral intention. 
The study’s null hypothesis is to the extent of 
agritourism typology and characteristics has 
significant relationship on intention to visit. A 
quantitative research method were utilized and used 
modified adapted questionnaire and conducted a 
survey among target respondents. The participants 
of the study were agritourists, agripreneurs, and 
government employees.

FINDINGS

Table 1 presents the overall level of preference 
of the agritourism stakeholders on the typology of 
agritourism. Agritourism farm attraction classified 
into a typology, which is according to the kind of 
interaction between agriculture and visitors 
(Flanigan, Blackstock & Hunter, 2014. According 
to the result, all of the typology of agritourism were 
highly preferred by the respondents except in 
WFDAI. This typology, characterized by the 
interaction of agritourist to an authentic farm offers 
participation in farm tasks. The results contradict 
the findings of Seitbattalovna (2014) stating that an 
agritourist especially urban customers have a higher 
level of interest in agritourism activities such as 
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pick-your-own fruits or vegetables. These results 
can be attributed to respondents’ less preference to 
join any farm activities such pick your own or labor 
in return for accommodation or food. 

On the other hand, the respondents highly 
preferred both a working farm and non-working 
farm, direct and indirect interaction: NFDI; WFII; 
WFDSI; and NFII.The data shows that NFDI with 
the highest median score followed by WFII, WFDSI, 

and NFII signifying the respondent's highest 
preference to a non and working farm which has 
an indirect or staged interaction to visitors. This 
confirms the preliminary result of why the 
respondents have a lesser preference for active farm 
activities. The respondents highly prefer farm 
activities like a demonstration, farm tour, animal 
rides, petting, and feeding, coupled with crop mazes 
and meals from farm produce. 

Table 1. Stakeholders’ Preference on Typology of Agritourism

Typology of Agritourism Stakeholders x ̅ M Std Verbal Description
Non-working farm, indirect 
interaction (NFII)

Agritourists 4.03 4.2500 0.84 Highly Preferred
Agripreneurs 2.46 2.0000 1.28 Less preferred
Government Employees 4.03 4.2500 0.84 Highly preferred

Overall 3.51 4.2500 Highly preferred
Non-working farm, direct 
interaction (NFDI)

Agritourists 4.33 4.6700 0.77 Highly preferred
Agripreneurs 2.71 3.0000 1.75 Quite preferred
Government Employees 4.33 4.6700 0.77 Highly preferred

Overall 3.79 4.6700 Highly preferred
Working farm, indirect 
interaction (WFII)

Agritourists 4.25 4.6700 0.89 Highly preferred
Agripreneurs 3.19 3.3300 1.12 Quite preferred
Government Employees 4.25 4.2400 0.89 Highly preferred

Overall 3.90 4.2400 Highly preferred
A working farm, direct 
staged interaction (WFDSI)

Agritourists 4.40 4.5000 0.63 Highly preferred
Agripreneurs 3.64 4.0000 0.96 Preferred
Government Employees 4.16 4.2500 0.83 Highly preferred

Overall 4.07 4.2500 Highly preferred
A working farm, direct 
authentic interaction 
(WFDAI)

Agritourists 4.22 4.3300 0.82 Highly preferred
Agripreneurs 3.71 3.6700 0.93 Preferred
Government Employees 3.90 4.0000 1.02 Preferred

Overall 3.94 4.0000 Preferred

Table 2 presents the overall return intention 
of stakeholders to agritourism sites.The data show 
that all stakeholders return in farm tourism 
destination sites is very high. The result can be 
attributed to the fact that most of the respondents 
were able observed the great extent implementation 
of agritourism criteria, and the provision of quality 
experience in the farm, and the attainment of their 

preference in agritourism characteristics and 
typology. This led to a high likelihood for the 
respondents to visit a farm tourism site in future 
travel. Wu, Cheng & Ai (2017) suggested that the 
rural tourism management, which farm tourism is 
affiliated with, should improve on the aspect of 
equity and experiential quality and satisfaction that 
will result in favorable behavioral intentions.

Table 2. Stakeholders’ Return Intention in Agritourism Destination

Return Intention

Stakeholders x ̅ M Std Verbal Description
Agritourists 4.62 5.0000 0.54 Strongly agree
Agripreneurs 4.51 4.8000 0.62 Strongly agree
Government Employees 4.45 4.8000 0.70 Strongly agree

Overall 4.53 4.8000 0.62 Strongly agree



264 APTA 2021

IMPLICATIONS and CONCLUSION

The preference of the stakeholders on the 
typology of agritourism is very high. Most of the 
respondents highly preferred a type of agritourism 
that is; a working farm with indirect interaction and 
direct staged interaction; and a non-working farm 
with direct and indirect interaction. Likewise, 
stakeholders highly preferred both a working farm 
and non-working farm, direct and indirect 
interaction: WFII; WFDAI; NFDI; and NFII. The 
WFII and WFDAI both got the highest mean and 
median scores signifying the respondent’s highest 
preference to a non-working farm, which has direct 
interaction with staged farm activities. The 
preference of stakeholders on characteristics of 
agritourism is very high with respondents’ very high 
preference on all characteristics of agritourism such 
as farm staff members; surrounding environment; 
the cultural, natural and service and facilities of 
agritourism. Agritourist’s level of return intention 
in farm tourism sites is very high. With these 
finding, the study adds on the theoretical aspect of 
agritourism typology helps clarify the differences 
in perceptions of differentiation between providers 
and visitors’ perspectives particularly relating to the 
necessity for interaction with agriculture and also 
rationales for and against authenticity.
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INTRODUCTION

Recently, scholars have emphasized the issue 
of tourist value co-creation behaviors in tourism 
context (Teng & Tsai, 2020). Tourist value 
co-creation behaviors are defined as tourists’ 
involvement in the value co-creation process 
(Shamim, Ghazali, & Albinsson, 2016). The main 
feature of tourist value co-creation behaviors are 
tourist participation and citizenship behaviors (Yi 
& Gong, 2013). In the context of group packaged 
tour (GPT), tourist value co-creation behaviors have 
positive effect on customer perceived value and 
customer satisfaction (González-Mansilla, 
Berenguer-Contri, & Serra-Cantallops, 2019; Kim 
& Tang, 2020). Furthermore, tourist value 
co-creation behaviors conduce to unique and 
memorable tourism experiences (Busser & Shulga, 
2018; Jamilena, Peña, & Molina, 2017). Therefore, 
tourist value co-creation behaviors are crucial to 
tourism.

Tourist value co-creation has a strongly 
positive meaning to both tourists and the tourism 
service providers. Studies have explored the 
consequences of customer value co-creation from 
various perspectives, including customers (Roy, 
Balaji, Soutar, & Jiang, 2020), service providers, 
and service brand (Hussain, Jing, Junaid, Zaman, 
& Shi, 2020). Junaid, Hussain, Asghar, Javed, and 
Hou (2020) demonstrated that customer co-creation 
has positive effect on brand love. Aro, Suomi, and 
Saraniemi (2018) defined brand love as the 
emotional attachment of a satisfied consumer toward 
a brand. In GPT context, the tour leader plays a 

critical role during tours. Tour leader can be 
regarded as a human brand (Yen, Chen, Cheng, & 
Teng, 2018). Participation in value co-creation is 
characterized by customized products and services 
that encourage tourists’ socialization and interaction 
with tour leaders (Junaid et al., 2020). The 
co-creation of travel experience enables tourists to 
develop an emotional attachment with the tour 
leader which enhances tour leader love (Liapati et 
al., 2016). However, few studies have dealing with 
the relationship between tourist value co-creation 
behaviors and tour leader love.

In addition, studies have investigated the 
mediating role of perceived value in the customer 
co-creation process (Kim & Tang, 2020; Xie, 
Tkaczynski, & Prebensen, 2020). Perceived value 
is the customer’s overall evaluation of what is 
received and what is given (McDougall & Levesque, 
2000). In this study, perceived value refers to tour 
members’ evaluation of the balance between the 
positive and the negative in a package tour (Tsaur, 
Yang, & Tsai, 2021). Studies demonstrated that 
customer co-create in the process of service design 
and delivery, the better tailored its service will be 
and the higher the perceived value (Chiu, Won, & 
Bae, 2019; González-Mansilla et al., 2019). 
Furthermore, Junaid et al. (2020) found that tourists’ 
perceived value is positively related to brand love. 
According to the literature, perceived value may 
play a mediating role in linking tourist value 
co-creation behaviors and tour leader love. 
However, the mediating role of perceived value in 
this relationship is still unclear.

Accordingly, the purpose of this study was 
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to investigate the relationship between tourist value 
co-creation behaviors and tour leader love as well 
as clarify the mediating role of perceived value in 
the relationship. This study contributes to the 
knowledge on tourist value co-creation behaviors. 
The research results can serve as a reference for 
travel agency managers seeking to develop effective 
human resource management policies and customer 
relationship management strategies.

METHOD

A pilot test was carried out to 50 participants 
for ensuring the quality and validity of the 
questionnaire. According to statistics report by the 
Taiwan Tourism Bureau, there are 140 consolidated 
travel agencies in Taiwan (Taiwan Tourism Bureau, 
2021). The subjects were the GPT tourist were 
reached through travel agencies. We explained the 
research content to the travel agencies managers and 
their customers by written documents. 
Subsequently, a questionnaire copy for the manager 
along with 20 copies for customers was sent by 
post. A self-addressed stamped envelope was 
attached to each customer copy, which the tour 
leader distributed to tourists after the trip ended. 
The tourists then completed the questionnaire and 
sent it directly back to the researchers. In total, the 
258 valid responses were collected.

FINDINGS

A sample structural analysis was performed 
on the 258 valid responses to determine the 
participant demographics. 169 participants were 
women (65.5%) and 89 were men (34.5%). Most 
were married (n = 173; 65.5%). A majority of 
respondents had a bachelor’s degree or higher 
education level (n = 214; 81.1%). The number of 
respondents aged 31–40 years was the highest, 
accounting for 27.7% of the total participants. 
Moreover, the majority of respondents earned 
US$991–1,320 per month (31.4%). The 
characteristics of demographic variable were similar 
to the data from Tsaur and Ku (2019)’s study.

The fit index of the structural model (χ2 = 
1499.49, df = 721, χ2/df = 2.08, p < 0.001, GFI 
= 0.81, AGFI = 0.74, CFI =0.93, IFI = 0.93, RMR 
=0.08, and RMSEA = 0.06) indicated its 

appropriateness for modeling the data. Significantly 
positive relationships were observed from the 
standardized path coefficients for the paths from 
tourist value co-creation behaviors to perceived 
value (β = 0.60), tourist value co-creation behaviors 
to tour leader love (β = 0.28), and perceived value 
to tour leader love (β = 0.63). Furthermore, the 
results of the Sobel test indicated that perceived 
value had significant mediating effects on the 
relationships of tourist value co-creation behaviors 
with tour leader love (z = 5.37 > 1.96).

CONCLUSION

The results have demonstrated that tourist 
value co-creation behaviors has positive effects on 
perceived value and tour leader love, and that 
perceived value positively affects tour leader love. 
In addition, perceived value has a mediating effect 
on this relationship. This research empirically 
validated findings from the literature by 
synthesizing the insights from value co-creation 
theory and examining the relationship among tourist 
value co-creation behaviors, perceived value, and 
tour leader love.

This study suggests that understanding the 
customer’s perceptions of their participation on 
value co-creation is necessary for tour leaders. It 
is worth noting that tourists who actively participate 
in value co-creation behaviors in the service delivery 
process are helpful to enhance perceived value and 
tour leader love. Therefore, tour leaders or travel 
managers could develop appropriate method and 
channels for their tourists, fostering their 
participation and involvement in value co-creation 
behaviors.
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