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ABSTRACT

Sketching on psychological ownership-attitude-behavior theory, the present study examines the effect of destination

psychological ownership on Generation Z’s tourist environmental attitude, which in turn influences their sustainable

behavior. This study also investigates the conditional impact of environmental awareness on the ecological attitude-

sustainable behavior relationship. Using a purposive sampling approach, the authors collected data from inbound

Generation Z tourists in the UK and China through a survey. The findings concluded with a significant positive impact of

destination psychological ownership on Generation Z’s environmental attitude. The current evidence also supports the

positive effect of ecological attitude on Generation Z’s sustainable behavior. The present work offered robust evidence

that environmental awareness moderates the environmental attitude-sustainable behavior relationship in Generation Z.

Concerning UK and Chinese cultural differences, the findings concluded with variations among their Generation Z tourist

destination psychological ownership, ecological attitude and sustainable practices. Implications and limitations have also

been elaborated on at the end.

Keywords: destination psychological ownership; environmental awareness; positive environmental attitude; sustainable

behavior

1. Introduction

Sustainable tourism is concerned with creating harmony between the natural environment and tourists.

Over time, tourists have become highly sensitive towards the territory of tourist places. Along these lines, the

United Nations introduced the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and emphasized the fundamental role

of young tourists in the sustainable tourism arena[1]. Sustainable behavior has recently become a hot topic

among practitioners and academicians[2,3]. Till now, there is room to contribute to the arena of tourists’

behavior towards sustainability, and future research is recommended[4]. Plenty of research examined tourist

behavior using generational analysis[5,6], such as the Baby Boomer generation[7], Generation Y[8] and

Millennials[9]. Generation Z’s adult members recently entered the international tourism market[4]. After the

post-pandemic era, tourism has emerged as a standard global social activity where Gen Z participation has
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exponentially increased[10,11]. An increasing flow of tourists brings substantial threats to the environmental 

sustainability of tourist places. The irregular increase of nature-friendly tourists and ineffective access 

management have already damaged the beauty of many tourist places[12]. In addition, specific tourist behaviors 

such as smoking, making noise, spitting, damaging plants and littering also devasted tourist areas[7,13]. 

Considering the growing proportions of this generation of international consumers, it is essential to assess its 

impact on the tourism industry[14]. Therefore, this study focuses on the sustainable behavior of Generation Z 

tourists.  

Considering sustainable tourism, extant literature has focused on pro-environmental behavior towards 

environmentally friendly lodging[15], picking up litter in public tourist places, responsible behavior towards 

tourist places, comparison of ecologically friendly behaviors among residents and foreign tourists, 

environmental awareness among tourists towards green products and services[10,11,15–17]. Past studies have 

mainly employed the norm activation theory[18], planned behavior theory[19], reasoned action model[20] and the 

value-belief-norm theory[21] to examine the environmental behaviors among tourists. Most studies have 

adopted the value-based-norm approach, which focuses on the relationship between individual values and 

tourists’ motivations towards specific environmental behaviors[22]. The theory of planned behavior follows a 

rational decision-making model, and past studies used it widely to explore different human behaviors in the 

tourism context[23]. However, past studies have recommended increasing the explanatory power of specific 

behaviors, such as sustainable behaviors, by adopting the psychological ownership concept[24]. The 

psychological ownership-attitude-behavior model[25] states that individuals’ psychological ownership 

influences their attitude, affecting their behaviors towards their organization. Zhang and Xu[26] have adopted 

this model to predict the citizenship behavior among residents. 

Nevertheless, there are rarely any studies on international tourists’ environmental attitudes and 

sustainable behaviors in the context of generation[27,28]. Destination psychological ownership concerns the 

degree to which tourists feel ownership towards a tourist place[29]. According to Van Dyne and Pierce[30], 

psychological ownership influences human behaviors in different contexts and promotes organizational 

citizenship behaviors. 

Moreover, destination psychological ownership is highly critical to spur environmentally friendly 

behavior among tourists[31]. Thus, the present study examines the indirect effect of destination psychological 

ownership on Gen Z’s sustainable behavior through environmental attitudes. 

Encouraging and promoting sustainable practices among tourists is necessary to preserve tourist 

places[32,33]. Thus, understanding environmental awareness, which provides tourists with essential knowledge 

about environmentally friendly activities in a tourist place, emerges as highly significant to promoting 

sustainable practices among tourists[14]. Tourists who are closer to the environment and have greater awareness 

about nature are highly likely to behave environmentally friendly[8]. There is an absence of any evidence about 

the direct relationship of environmental attitude-sustainable behavior in the context of any generation[34]. 

Therefore, the current study examines the moderating role of environmental awareness on the relationship 

between environmental attitudes and sustainable behaviors among Generation Z tourists. 

National culture substantially affects the young generation’s attitudes and behaviors[35]. Because of 

different economic, technological and socio-cultural factors, Generation Z’s attitudes, values and behaviors 

are different from those of other generations[36]. UK and China both have different cultures. Chinese society 

focuses on collectivism and long-term orientation and has a restrained culture, whereas UK people practice 

individualism, short-term orientation and an open culture. Therefore, this study also examines the 
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psychological destination ownership and environmental attitudinal and sustainable behavioral changes in UK 

and Chinese tourists because of their different national cultures. 

The present study makes numerous contributions to the emerging literature on sustainable tourism and 

psychological ownership literature. First, this study complements understanding the predictors of sustainable 

behavior among Generations Zs in the UK and China. Second, it assesses the impact of destination 

psychological ownership on young tourists’ attitudes towards the environment. Third, the current research 

explores the conditional effect of environmental awareness on the relationship between environmental attitude 

and sustainable behavior. Fourth, this study enriches the literature on psychological ownership theory by 

integrating destination psychological ownership’s role in sustainable tourism. Fifth, this article also elaborates 

on the necessary part of national culture in promoting sustainable tourism by offering findings based on 

Chinese and UK outbound tourist samples. 

2. Theoretical background and hypotheses development 

2.1. The psychological ownership-attitude-behavior theory 

Nevertheless, most studies employed the theory of planned behavior in research studies related to tourist 

behaviors, encouraging logical decision-making at the tourist end[23]. Specific attitudes and behaviors, such as 

sustainable behavior, have yet to be fully explained[37]. Accordingly, psychological ownership could emerge as 

an essential factor explaining tourist behavior. Consequently, Pierce et al. have introduced the psychological 

ownership-attitude-behavior theory[25]. According to this theory, psychological ownership among individuals 

drives their upbeat attitude, which results in their behaviors towards specific entities. Psychological ownership 

is how individuals feel the target of ownership or a piece of it is theirs[23,38]. Previously, past studies used this 

theory regarding residents’ place and organizational citizenship behavior[26,39,40]. 

Nevertheless, there is a need to develop tourism-related literature based on this theory. Moreover, 

destination psychological ownership strongly determines tourist eco-friendly behavior[31,41]. Therefore, the 

authors conducted the study based on the destination psychological ownership-attitude-behavior model. 

2.2. Destination psychological ownership and environmental attitudes 

Destination psychological ownership refers to the extent to which one feels ownership toward a tourist 

spot[29], which is a dynamic factor to spur sustainable behavior[42]. In the presence of DPO, tourists view the 

tourist spot as an extended part of themselves[38]. Psychologically, employees who view a destination as a 

“mine” might perceive sustainable behaviors towards a tourist spot or destination as self-directed. Regarding 

this, tourists will feel responsible for protecting the natural environment of their destination[31]. Thus, the 

application of DPO emerges with substantial weightage to assess the impact of DPO on sustainable behaviors. 

According to the psychological ownership-attitude-behavioral theory, psychological ownership among 

tourists creates positive attitudes[25]. Ownership mindset among employees also influences their attitude 

towards work[43]. Research in marketing studies has concluded that psychological ownership is an essential 

determinant of attitudes towards products[23,44]. Similarly, psychological ownership towards a destination 

among tourists is likely to ignite positive attitudes towards environmentally friendly behaviors[23]. Moreover, 

co-creation activities influence the relationship quality with any brand, affecting experience and attitude in the 

Chinese context[45]. 

Similarly, hopefulness in the shape of psychological ownership enables tourists to make intertemporal 

decisions in the presence of high information integrity[46]. Brand personality significantly affects customer-

brand relationships[47]. Accordingly, the tourists may exhibit higher attitudes towards environmental issues at 
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the destination in the presence of the destination's psychological ownership. Therefore, the following 

hypothesis is proposed. 

H1: Destination psychological ownership significantly positively influences environmental attitude. 

2.3. Environmental attitudes and sustainable behaviors 

Sustainable tourism requires the preservation of nature and the creation of opportunities for future 

generations[48]. By adopting sustainable tourism practices, a country can gain a competitive advantage by 

alluring local and international visitors[49]. Sustainable tourism also contributes to economic development by 

increasing the number of visitors. In sustainable tourism, sustainable behavior concerns activities geared 

towards ecological conservation, such as purchasing green products and creating economic benefits for 

residents, such as the usage of local products and respect for local culture and lifestyle[23]. According to 

Ajzen[19] , attitude toward a behavior measures the extent to which an individual has a positive or negative 

appraisal or evaluation of the behavior under investigation. Extent literature has strongly validated the positive 

link between favorable attitudes and specific behaviors[23,50]. According to Wang et al.[51], a fair attitude with 

clear objectives ignites a positive motivation affecting a particular behavior, whereas unfavorable behavior 

results in avoiding related behavior. Han[15] concluded that attitude towards a behavior is a vibrant determinant 

of related behavior among tourists.  

Extant studies used various terms such as environmental concerns, values, orientation and worldview to 

investigate ecological attitudes’ antecedents and outcomes[52]. Environmental attitudes based on such issues as 

altruism, biosphere and egoism play a critical role in steering behavior among tourists[53]. With higher altruistic 

value, individuals are concerned about other people and living species and consequently behave 

environmentally friendly[54]. With higher biospheric value, individuals are concerned about environmental 

challenges such as global warming, pollution and deforestation[14,55]. Here, they are ready to consume 

environmentally friendly and local products that generate residents’ profits. 

Moreover, tourists with egoistic values are ready to pay to conserve tourist spots[18]. Thus, environmental 

attitude also contributes to the residents of tourist spots. With a solid environmental perspective, tourists are 

highly motivated and possess knowledge about ecolabels and environmental issues[56]. In addition, tourists’ 

perceived environmental orientation influences their identification, which drives their specific attitude and 

behavior towards the hotel[57]. Value of quality, emotion and knowledge play a vital role in developing tourists’ 

well-being which is positively related to their behavior[58]. Moreover, Kil et al. have concluded that 

environmental attitudes have a significant positive impact on environmentally responsible behavior among 

tourists[59]. Along with this line, the following hypothesis is proposed. 

H2: Environmental attitude significantly positively affects sustainable behavior. 

2.4. Moderating role of environmental awareness 

According to Kiatkawsin and Han[48], young tourists follow trendy travel and like challenging destinations 

but need more knowledge about sustainable activities. Environmental awareness ignites affective attachment 

towards a tourist place among young tourists, which might drive their behavior[14]. Environmental awareness 

positively influences life quality and substantially drives individuals’ behaviors towards the environment[60]. 

Thus, its adoption is highly significant to cope with environmental challenges[61]. Past studies have claimed 

that cognitive factors determine the positive attitude towards the environment, which results in behavioral 

intentions[62]. Extent literature has also claimed environmental awareness as a cognitive factor[6,61].  

People with high altruistic value orientations are more prone to participate in environmentally friendly 

behavior. Environmental awareness is positively related to altruism in sustainable development[16], which 
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drives behavioral intention[10]. When tourists possess an acceptable level of environmental awareness, they 

will be more careful about their behaviors to cope with environmental issues at tourist places[63]. Tourists with 

high biospheric value are highly concerned about environmental problems such as global warming, pollution 

and deforestation[54]. When environmental awareness is related to biospheric matter, individuals will be 

involved in activities to protect the environment[2]. According to Sharmin et al.[14], environmental awareness 

and biosphere value affect environmental attitudes among tourists, which is influenced by selective attention 

to information[64]. Considering the impact of environmental awareness on tourists, egoistic importance also 

influences sustainable behavior[65]. Under egoistic value, tourists are ready to pay to conserve nature[55]. By 

increasing egoistic value, environmental awareness drives tourists to sustainable behavior, pro-environmental 

behavior and green hotel visit intention[66]. 

Considering nature-based tourism, environmental awareness has emerged as a vibrant phenomenon 

because of limited natural resources, authenticity, environmental values and distinctive attributes related to a 

tourist place not associated with another destination[67]. Along with other internal factors, environmental 

awareness has been proven to affect responsible behaviors among tourists[65] positively. Past studies have 

claimed the utmost significance of environmental awareness because of its positive impact on environmentally 

friendly behaviors[68]. Generation Z is the future of tourism and makes up a significant portion of its tourist 

volume, so their awareness level will likely affect sustainable tourism development. 

H3: With the increasing level of environmental awareness, environmental attitude has a more substantial 

effect on sustainable behaviors. 

2.5. Role of country-specific cultural differences 

There needs to be more studies on cultural differences among Gen Z[4,69], which affects their behaviors 

towards sustainable tourism[70,71]. The present research has focused on two culturally different Gen Zs from 

China (Asia) and the UK (Europe). China and the United Kingdom have different cultural norms and 

values[72,73]. Chinese society is highly collectivist and employs a long-term orientation approach. Chinese 

tourist also practices a restrained culture. 

Contrary to this, UK society is individualistic and focuses on short orientation. UK travellers practice 

open culture in their social activities. However, these two societies are equally inclined towards uncertainty 

avoidance. 

Moreover, past studies have claimed that Gen Z are shaped and have similar approaches in their lives. 

Nevertheless, Filimonau et al.[35] have argued that the culture of tourists has a substantial impact on sustainable 

tourism and behaviors towards the environment. Thus, the following hypothesis is developed, 

H4: There are country-specific cultural differences in environmental attitudes and sustainable behaviors. 

Based on the above hypotheses development, the proposed research framework is exhibited in the Figure 

1 below. 

 
Figure 1. Research framework. 
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3. Research methodology 

3.1. Context, population and sample 

As there is a need for more studies about the generational analysis in sustainable tourism and how national 

cultures play a dynamic role in developing young adults’ attitudes and behaviors, the present study focuses on 

Generation Z tourists of the United Kingdom (UK) and China. Generation Z tourists were born after the 

1990s[42]. Moreover, there needs to be a list of the ages of Zs tourists. So, the authors adopted a non-probability-

based convenience sampling approach to collect data from UK and Chinese visitors without a sampling 

frame[74]. In the lack of a regular list of tourists and target population, authors consciously selected survey sites. 

To tackle sampling bias, the authors employed a spontaneous sampling process[75]. The data collection process 

lasted for three months in both countries. Data was collected from Chinese travellers at London Heathrow 

Airport and Manchester Airport in the UK. In addition, research assistants approached UK travellers at Beijing 

Daxing International Airport and Shanghai Pudong International Airport in China. The authors hired eight 

research assistants to collect data at these airports and paid them 25 yuan per questionnaire.  

Completing the survey form took 15 minutes on average in China and the UK. Only those travellers who 

showed a positive and kind attitude towards the study were requested to fill out the survey form. Participants 

were also rewarded with a small token of appreciation to increase their motivation to complete the survey form. 

The authors distributed 1000 survey forms at four locations. In return, we received only 771 filled survey 

forms. After screening those forms, there were 723 valid responses for further analysis. Therefore, the current 

response rate is 72.30%. The authors collected at least ten responses per item to deliver robust results based 

on an acceptable sample size[76]. 

3.2. Measures 

In the current study, tourists rate measurement items of all continuous variables based on a five-point 

Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to agree strongly. 

Tourists were asked to rate their destination psychological ownership using three items adapted from 

Zhang et al.’s study[77]. A sample item is “I feel a very high degree of personal ownership for X”. Qiu et al.[23] 

have also employed these three items in their study and found them highly reliable (α = 0.876) and valid.  

Generation Z’s sustainable behaviors were measured using the 07-item scale adapted from the study of 

Agyeiwaah et al.[78]. A sample item is “I respect the nature and wildlife of this protected area”. Prayag et al.[42] 

have also used these items in their study in New Zealand and found them highly reliable (α = 0.83).  

Tourists rate their environmental attitude using 12 items from the study of Dunlap and Van Liere[79]. A 

sample item is “When I travel, I try to choose tourism services and products that preserve the environment”. 

Extant studies have confirmed the validity of this scale in the context of New Zealand[42]. Tourists rated 

environmental awareness using four items from Panda et al.[16] and Xu et al.[67]. A sample measurement item 

of this scale is “I feel pressure to save the environment”. This scale has also been used in the Chinese context 

previously and was found reliable and valid[14].  

The authors also requested tourists to share their demographic details, such as gender, age, education, and 

travelling frequency. Travelling frequency was measured by asking tourists whether they were travelling for 

the first time. All these categorical variables were treated as control variables. 

3.3. Analytical strategy 

As the present study investigates the integrated relationship between destination psychological ownership, 

environmental awareness, sustainable behavior and environmental attitude, it is explanatory. The proposed 
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framework comprises both a mediator and a moderator, which makes it complex. According to Hair et al., 

applying partial least square-structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) is appropriate in such situations. 

Contrary to PLS-SEM, covariance-based structural equation modelling (CB-SEM) is primarily confirmatory 

and requires a large sample size[74]. Moreover, CB-SEM aims to minimize the difference between the sample 

covariance. 

Nevertheless, PLS-SEM aims to maximize the dependent latent constructs’ explained variance 

(prediction)[80]. Therefore, the authors employed PLS-SEM over CB-SEM in the current study. The PLS-SEM 

analysis is concerned with evaluating both the measurement and structural model. Before running the PLS-

SEM analysis, it is advised to assess the distinctiveness of constructs and mode fit through confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA).  

National culture drives individuals and organizational preferences. Past studies have also concluded a 

significant role of national culture in directing tourist behaviors. Therefore, this study also assessed the 

variation in tourist environmental attitudes and sustainable behavior because of their culture. This multigroup 

analysis was conducted in SmartPLS using the PLS-MGA multigroup analysis function. 

4. Findings 

4.1. Demographic analysis 

In the current work, mostly male tourists (n = 567, 78.42%) filled the survey form, whereas females had 

only 21.57% participation. The highest participation comes from Chinese tourists (n = 448, 61.96%) compared 

to UK travellers (n = 275, 38.03%). The first-time visitors (n = 532, 73.58%) dominated, followed by those 

who have already visited their destination in this research. Among generations Z in the current dataset, 309 

tourists are 25–30 years old, followed by 232 who are 20–25 years old. 

4.2. Descriptive analysis 

As tourists rated all continuous variables measurements based on a five-point Likert scale, authors 

interpreted the mean values following Sekaran and Bougie[81] recommendations. Mean values of destination 

psychological ownership (M = 3.880), environmental attitude (M = 3.611) and sustainable behaviors (M = 

3.396) indicate their moderate level of presence and practices among Generation Z tourists of the UK and 

China (Table 1). Yet, the means value of environmental awareness (M = 2.575) indicates its low level among 

young adults. 

Table 1. Mean, stand deviation and normality values. 

Construct Mean Std. deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

Destination psychological ownership (DPO) 3.880 0.508 −0.037 −0.650 

Environmental awareness (EA) 2.575 0.475 −0.155 0.661 

Environmental attitude (EAt) 3.611 0.481 −2.546 −0.380 

Sustainable behavior (SB) 3.396 0.333 −0.974 −1.852 

Mardia’s multivariate skewness and kurtosis 

 b z p-value 

Skewness 0.684 29.512 0.078 

Kurtosis 24.115 0.134 0.893 
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4.3. Screening of data 

Before relationship testing, screening data for missing values, outliers, data normality and standard 

method bias issues is advised. As participants manually filled out the survey form, there was a high possibility 

of missing values. The authors adopted the complete information maximum likelihood (FIML) method to cope 

with missing values. This approach employs the covariances matrix estimated with the expectation-

maximization (EM) algorithm as the initial point for model fit. The authors examined both univariate and 

multivariate outliers. The Z-score values of all cases were less than 3.29, indicating the absence of univariate 

outliers. Additionally, the Mahalanobis distance test confirmed the absence of multivariate outliers, where all 

its values were higher than 0.001. The skewness and kurtosis values of destination psychological ownership, 

environmental attitude, environmental awareness and sustainable behaviors were found in the range of ±3 

(Table 1). So, these variables possess univariate normality. 

Moreover, the Mardia’s kurtosis (𝛽 =  24.115, 𝑝 > 0.05) and skewness (𝛽 =  0.684, 𝑝 > 0.05) values 

signified the presence of multivariate normality in a dataset (Table 1)[82]. To ensure common method bias 

results, authors adopted statistical tools such as Harman’s single factor test to diagnose potential bias. 

Harman’s single-factor test revealed that one factor contributes to 19.819% of total variation, which is lower 

than 50%. Hence, the present dataset is more complimentary than any standard method bias issue.  

The authors run confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) observing values of the confirmatory fit index (CFI), 

the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), the root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA), and the Standardized 

Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). The CFA analysis showed a good fit of the proposed four-factor model 

(CFI = 0.956, TLI = 0.962, RMSEA = 0.059, SRMR = 0.057) compared to alternative models[83,84]. 

4.4. Measurement model analysis 

In the present study, all variables are reflective. The measurement assessment of reflective constructs 

deals with indicator reliability, construct reliability, convergent and discriminant validity. The indicator 

loadings of all items were greater than the cut-off values of 0.50 and fell in the range of 0.613 and 0.834 (Table 

2). It shows their acceptable indicator reliability. All continuous variables’ composite reliability (CR) values 

are higher than 0.70 (Table 2), indicating good construct internal reliability. Convergent validity requires the 

average variance extracted (AVE) > 0.50 and factor loading values > 0.60[74]. Along with acceptable values of 

factor loadings, AVE values of destination psychological ownership, environmental awareness, environmental 

attitude and sustainable behavior are also greater than 0.50 (Table 2). Therefore, these variables possess 

acceptable convergent validity. 

Table 2. Loading, CR and AVE values. 

Construct Item Loading CR AVE 

Destination psychological ownership (DPO) 

DPO1 0.868 

0.849 0.653 DPO2 0.759 

DPO3 0.793 

Environmental awareness (EA) 

EA1 0.736 

0.84 0.569 
EA2 0.756 

EA3 0.699 

EA4 0.821 
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Table 2. (Continued). 

Construct Item Loading CR AVE 

Environmental attitude (EAt) 

EAt1 0.777 

0.934 0.543 

EAt2 0.673 

EAt3 0.666 

EAt4 0.811 

EAt5 0.749 

EAt6 0.667 

EAt7 0.717 

EAt8 0.767 

EAt9 0.689 

EAt10 0.817 

EAt11 0.797 

EAt12 0.692 

Sustainable behavior (SB) 

SB1 0.613 

0.896 0.553 

SB2 0.687 

SB3 0.811 

SB4 0.794 

SB5 0.765 

SB6 0.834 

SB7 0.676 

To examine the discriminant validity, the authors employed the Fornell-Larcker Criterion. According to 

the Fornell-Larcker Criterion, a construct has acceptable discriminant validity provided the square root of its 

average variance extracted (AVE) is greater than its inter-construct correlation values[85]. As shown in Table 3, 

the square root of Ave values of all four continuous variables are higher than their inter-construct correlation 

values. So, destination psychological ownership, environmental awareness, environmental attitude and 

sustainable behavior possess acceptable discriminant validity. 

Table 3. Discriminant validity. 

Construct 1 2 3 4 

Destination psychological ownership (DPO) 0.808 - - - 

Environmental awareness (EA) 0.312 0.754 - - 

Environmental attitude (EAt) 0.438 0.322 0.737 - 

Sustainable behavior (SB) 0.361 0.227 0.622 0.744 

*Italic value indicates the square root of AVE. 

4.5. Structural model analysis 

The path analysis disclosed that destination psychological ownership significantly and positively affects 

environmental attitude (𝛽 = 0.438, 𝜌 < 0.05) . It was also found that ecological attitude significantly and 

positively related to sustainable behavior (𝛽 = 0.591, 𝜌 < 0.05) among Generation Z tourists (Table 4). So, 

hypotheses H1 and H2 are accepted in the current study. 

To investigate the moderating impact of environmental awareness, the authors assessed the effect of 

interaction terms on the tourists’ sustainable behaviors. The current findings do not offer sufficient evidence 
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to support the positive impact of the interaction term (environmental awareness × environmental attitude) on 

the tourist’s sustainable behavior (𝛽 = 0.100, 𝜌 = 0.08 > 0.05) (Table 4). These findings have been shown 

in Figure 2 as well. It means environmental awareness does not moderate the relationship of ecological attitude 

with sustainable behavior. Thus, hypothesis H3 is rejected. Moreover, the authors evaluated the proposed 

model by determining R square values. The R square values for environmental attitude and sustainable 

practices among Generation Z tourists are 0.191 and 0.397, respectively. Following the recommendations of 

Cohen[86], these R square values indicate small and medium changes in related variables. 

Table 4. Hypotheses testing. 

Hypotheses β Standard deviation T-value 

Destination psychological ownership → Environmental attitude 0.438 0.054 8.124 

Environmental attitude → Sustainable behavior 0.591 0.048 12.316 

Environmental attitude × Environmental awareness → Sustainable behavior 0.100 0.058 1.711 

 

Figure 2. Study findings. 

4.6. Multigroup analysis 

The authors investigated potential differences in relationships between continuous variables significantly 

depending on the national cultures of the studies group, i.e., the United Kingdom and China (Hypothesis 4). 

Authors run PLS-MGA multigroup analysis in smartPLS 3.0. The findings did not offer any significant 

differences in relationships (Table 5). So, it is evident that national culture does not affect Generation Z’s 

psychological ownership, awareness, attitude and sustainability practices in the UK and China. Hence, this 

study rejected hypothesis H4. 

Table 5. Multigroup analysis (MGA) results. 

Hypotheses The UK. China  

β Standard 

Deviation 

P-

value 

β Standard 

Deviation 

P-

value 

Β 

diff. 

T-

value 

P-

value 

Destination psychological ownership → 
Environmental attitude 

0.348 0.081 0.000 0.529 0.066 0.000 0.181 1.754 0.081 

Environmental attitude → Sustainable behavior 0.561 0.066 0.000 0.615 0.072 0.000 0.054 0.552 0.582 

Environmental attitude × Environmental 

awareness → Sustainable behavior 

0.111 0.077 0.902 0.169 0.082 0.039 0.058 1.416 0.158 
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5. Discussion 

The current findings supported two out of four proposed hypotheses. Path analysis confirmed the positive 

impact of destination psychological ownership on the tourist's environmental attitudes (H1). This finding is 

consistent with past studies conducted in the context of robot servers[87], Online shopping[88], non-profit firms[89] 

and the retail industry[90]. In the hotel industry, psychological ownership significantly affects customers' 

favourable attitudes towards robot servers[87]. In a similar domain, Xiong et al. concluded with a strong positive 

effect of psychological ownership on employees’ attitudes towards voice[89]. Ainsworth[91] conducted a study 

among employees in non-profit service organizations and confirmed the positive relationship between 

psychological ownership and attitude towards volunteering. In the retail industry and online shopping context, 

studies offer sufficient evidence about the positive impact of psychological ownership on the employee’s 

attitude towards their organization[90] and quality perception[88]. Moreover, Mayhew et al. conducted a study 

among supervisors and employees in a large accounting firm and found a positive impact of both job-based 

and organization-based psychological ownership on employees’ job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment[92]. 

The present findings concluded with a positive impact of environmental attitude on Generation Z tourists’ 

sustainable behavior. This result of hypothesis H2 is consistent with those offered by Meng et al.[93], Koch et 

al.[94] and Fritsche et al.[95]. Global motives such as attitude are critical to promoting sustainable employee 

behavior in the hospitality and tourism industry[93]. Koch et al.[94] offered sufficient empirical support for the 

positive relationship between managers’ sustainability attitudes and firm sustainable behaviors in German 

small and medium enterprises. Extant studies also support the positive effect of pro-environmental attitudes 

on sustainable behavior[95–97]. Similarly, Eastman et al.[98] found that social-adjustive and value-expressive 

luxury attitudes also positively promote sustainable behaviors. In addition, Liu[99] adopted a mixed-mode 

approach and developed a mutual relationship between environmental development, sustainable behaviors and 

environmental impacts. 

The present study did not support the moderating role of environmental awareness on the relationship of 

environmental attitude with sustainable behavior among Generation Z adults (H3). Contrary to current findings 

about the moderating role of environmental awareness, extant literature claims its positive moderating 

impact[100–104]. Similarly, studies concluded with the conditional effect of environmental awareness on 

connectedness to nature-organizational citizenship behavior relationship in the hotel industry[103] and place 

attachment-sustainable tourism development relationship in Turkey’s tourism industry[105]. Along with this line, 

Han et al.[106] concluded the positive impact of environmental awareness on young tourists’ sustainable buying 

behaviors, recycling behaviors and intention to protect natural and local resources while travelling. 

Nevertheless, past studies such as Foroughi et al. also offer empirical evidence in support of current findings 

about the non-significant moderating role of environmental awareness[107]. Moreover, two studies concluded 

the buffering of the impact of environmental awareness on the consumer’s attitude towards sustainably 

produced fish- behavioral consumption relationship[108] and fast fashion purchase intention-purchase 

behavior[109].  

This study also negated the potential variations in young tourists’ environmental attitudes and sustainable 

behaviors (hypothesis H4), which is contrary to the claims made by past studies, e.g., Dawkins et al.[110] and 

Dunford et al.[111]. Individual cultural differences drive the development of psychological ownership. In 

addition, ownership culture directs employees’ perception of their specific attitudes and behavior[111]. The 

reasons behind the non-significant effect of national culture on respective Generation Z tourists may be 

globalization and integrating different cultures into a society. Generations Z has grown up with social media, 
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access to diverse information sources, inclusive development and a global village. Thus, they might have the 

same mindset about world issues and challenges.  

Implications and limitations 

By exploring how destination psychological ownership affects sustainable behavior, the present study 

enriches theory and literature on Generation Z tourists by offering a deeper understanding of how 

psychological concepts could elaborate behavior. The current empirical findings about the sustainable behavior 

of Generation Zs unravel that sustainable behavior does not just happen, but instead, it is an outcome of 

environmental attitude and destination psychological ownership[78]. The study also offers insights into the role 

of environmental awareness and national culture on environmental attitude and sustainable behavior, which 

needs more to be investigated in past studies. In addition, it negates the differences among generations Z’s 

attitudes and behavior because of national culture in the sustainable development context[112]. 

Practically, this study offers numerous implications for tourists, tourism businesses and destination 

marketing managers. Environmental attitude does not directly drive sustainable tourism[113], but they strongly 

determine sustainable behavior. The findings confirm that generations Zs engaged in sustainable behaviors to 

affirm their destination psychological ownership through environmental attitude at the tourist spots. Tourism 

authorities should emphasize and reinforce such ownership by promoting tourist destinations as top locations 

for adults’ cultural awareness, interactions and language learning. Budget accommodation owners and hostel 

managers should advertise their facilities as platforms that positively contribute to the tourist’s ownership and 

identify and positively affect sustainable tourism. In addition, destination marketing organizations should also 

focus on tourism attractions and resources that are highly related to Generation Z’s social identity. 

Environmental awareness among generations Zs is low among study participants, which might be the reason 

behind its non-significant conditional impact. As past studies claim a robust positive effect of environmental 

awareness on sustainable behavior[114], destination marketing managers should ensure specific information 

sharing points to direct tourists to environmental behaviors and enhance their understanding of environmental 

opportunities, e.g., availability of eco-friendly products and low carbon transportation. For sustainable tourism 

promotion, the current findings also offer information concerning the engagement of Generation Z tourists in 

sustainability behavior. It has been reported that difference across generations exists, which emphasizes 

applying an intervention approach to developing environmental attitudes concerning specific sustainability 

practices[112]. Moreover, variations across generations’ attitudes and behaviors do not promote a “one size fits 

all” approach to encourage sustainable tourism. 

Despite substantial contributions to the theory, this study also has numerous limitations. First, the authors 

collected data from outbound tourists at two airports in the UK and China. Considering the large size of China 

and the diversity of UK nationals, it is hard to generalize current findings even across China and the UK. 

Therefore, future research should respond to these concerns. Second, this study only focused on direct 

relationships, i.e., destination psychological ownership to environment attitude and environmental attitude to 

sustainable behavior. Future studies can investigate the indirect effect of destination psychological ownership 

on sustainable behavior through environmental attitude. Third, the present study has only assessed the 

conditional impact of environmental awareness. In addition, Yan et al.[115] have classified environmental 

awareness into environmental cost-benefit awareness and risk awareness. Future research could employ these 

two dimensions in future as well. Fourth, the authors collected cross-sectional data from tourists at one point, 

which may bias the findings. Future studies could collect data from multiple sources and at various stages to 

cope with results biases.  
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6. Conclusion 

Understanding the factors affecting sustainable tourism is highly crucial[23,39]. Based on the psychological 

ownership-attitude-behavior model and attention-based theory, we conceptualized the integration of 

destination psychological ownership, environmental attitude and environmental awareness to explore the 

impact of destination psychological ownership on sustainable behavior. The authors collected data from 

outbound tourists from Generation Z in China and the United Kingdom. The present study concluded with a 

positive impact of destination psychological ownership on tourists’ environmental attitude and that of 

environmental attitude on tourists’ sustainable behavior. Nevertheless, this article does not claim the 

intensifying effect of environmental awareness on the environmental attitude-sustainable behavior relationship. 

Moreover, the current findings also negated the variation among tourists’ environmental attitudes and 

sustainable behavior because of national culture. 
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