Sustainable Development FJ#F42KR &, 2022, 12(2), 402-411 Hans X
Published Online March 2022 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/sd
https://doi.org/10.12677/sd.2022.122044

4
d
w

R I 1B Ml B O MR OB
f5t

R, ERAET
TR A PR,

ks H . 20224F2A5H; FHBEM: 20224F3A8H; KA H: 20224F3416H

H E

BB EERMIRER BIERT, MM % OEXETARANEE B R0, HEPERRIEA
FREOSCE—36.  H RTK 2808 R 48 DR 2 HH 3 2 17 FKOT LR Z AN IR B A R e SR B LAt 2 A o
AT HE—H T BRMETFHRXN 2 W R KL, A SO RREEB], MR T el X4 DR
WRFRERRR, BEIRuEREE RS DM EKETERMBREOERSER, BT Wi AERE
2% D4R T OB ESE . FRFTRIL: 1) BREETE MRl P 4% A 5T B R feife X 2% VT[] FEOXT Hh 3B
BRERSPMMER: 2) BAMEERN NS DEERER P H R sahMER: 3) M&D
BRIV A E AR i R R IE AT . BikiF B RS R B o M3 AT £ 05 T B A M Bh R
T4 O SEBLR X K AT RREE A R

XA

MR R O, BAE, HiFRA, e

Research on the Influence of
Tourism Network Reputation

on Tourists’ Destination Decision
in Hainan

Jiashuo Fan, Qingsheng Wang"

School of Management, Tianjin University of Commerce, Tianjin

Received: Feb. 5", 2022; accepted: Mar. 8", 2022; published: Mar. 16", 2022

AR

SCEG| M VUG, EPRA. R R X 4 O REOR i M R ST TE D). AT HRRER A, 2022, 12(2): 402-411.
DOI: 10.12677/5d.2022.122044


http://www.hanspub.org/journal/sd
https://doi.org/10.12677/sd.2022.122044
https://doi.org/10.12677/sd.2022.122044
http://www.hanspub.org

WA, ERAE

Abstract

In the context of the rapid development of mobile Internet, the influence of tourism IWOM (inter-
net word-of-mouth) on tourists’ behavioral intentions has become increasingly prominent and has
gradually become a key part of the development of tourist destinations. At present, most studies
on the impact of IWOM on tourists’ intention lack comparative analysis of different paths. To fur-
ther understand the influence mechanism of online reviews on tourists’ travel intention, this pa-
per takes Hainan tourism as an example to construct a model of the effect of tourism IWOM on
travel intentions. By verifying the moderating effect of tourism IWOM and the mediating effect of
perceived value, it reveals the contingency situation of travel intentions under the effect of tour-
ism IWOM. The findings are as follows. 1) Perceived value partially mediates travel intention in the
quality and direction of word-of-mouth in tourism network; 2) Perceived value plays a fully me-
diating role in tourism network word-of-mouth interest; 3) Both IWOM and perceived value have a
positive moderating effect on travel intention. Tourism destinations should actively integrate effec-
tive communication for various publicities and realize the sustainable development of scenic spots
with the help of tourism network reputation.
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Figure 1. Number of tourism online word-of-mouth papers
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Figure 2. Research framework model
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4.2. BRMGHHR

W 1 FR, 18 233 A RREA T, Bk 44.21%, Zoth 5 55.79%; EAERA T, 31~40 4 A\ ¥
%5 29.8%. HKJE 18~30 2 15 32.9%. & 41~50 % 24%. FIEAI B EE B b E N R AE RS
B EEPURB AW, S T AR B R, R MAE BRI R R 1 ks fEERL A J7 T8I
Al FAr N A 29.8%; Folk A NG 17.8%; FERS AN 16.4%. BT HOLEEH  mHBChIIM, HH
RUGRTHE S A EENE, FEARIE ARG —wEREN. E%Iamirm, AR5 40.9%:
LRI 25.3%; WHFRA D1 19.1%: MIACKRE, PN KFLE 3500 7o LA R 5 L E b iy
R A S 31.1%, BT A O IO TR S IR AR ) = 3 T B

Table 1. Statistical table of basic data of research samples (n = 233)

® 1L ARHERERERGITR@N = 2393)

ANAGi R N H 73 b (%) A
% 103 44.21
M5 %

e 130 55.79
i 7 3
e R IR 28 12.02

&3] KEFR 57 24.46 KEFAR
REFAF 97 41.63
il A K A 44 18.88
18 LT 2 0.9
18~24 % 51 21.9
25~30 ¥ 25 10.7

R 31~40 % 69 29.6 31~40 %
41~50 % 54 23.2
51~60 % 27 11.6
61 % Ul I 5 2.1
3500 JG M LAF 76 33.8
3500 Ju X BAR 77 33

LN 3501~5000 75 73 313 5001~8000 7T
5001~8000 7t 58 24.9
8001~12000 7t 10 43
Al Efr N B 69 29.6
= L VINA 45 19.3

TRl TR 37 15.9 (A VYN
H IR 31 13.3
NG 20 8.6
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Table 2. Reliability and validity test results
* 2. EESHERELSER

}R 4% 11 L [ 0.925 0.817~0.857 0.755 0.711~0.739
P % 11 TR 11 0.945 0.837~0.880 0.76 87.901 0.778~0.816
WA 4% 1T 3 0.952 0.838~0.909 0.872 0.719~0.751
BENANE 0.954 0.851~0.896 0.873 84.871 0.905~0.935
H R 0.895 0.656~0.862 0.806 77.235 0.797~0.932
4.4. XS

A 2 AR SRR RAEA R TR I Ve Y, R SR R R . AHE TR Pearson i) HLAHOC &
oo M 1 e W 48 VRS [va) TR I 19X 2 VeI o e o0 2% R B« BRI R HE U A e AR AR S
AR [A) R B 0BT 1, R IISC Allng, e By .

U 3 s, il A I SR E DL R Y i i B R A B AR A N EPE R AE p < 0.01 BT B F IR
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Table 3. Correlation analysis

= 3. XM
W BT ) T2 T Rk Ui TG o it RN E e R
W2 BT ) 1
bR mETiFiHUR 0.853** 1
Wz DR E 0.840%* 0.853** 1
BRANME 0.834** 0.811** 0.846** 1
HFE R 0.724** 0.700%* 0.738** 0.787** 1

**7E 0.01 I (WUE), MRMERZE.

45. B354

1) IR 4% D RENT H i R SR R«

AT 485 N5 4 FoR, 2ot RIIBARI LA % K iF, R* =0.583 > 0.5, F = 106.898, P < 0.001
I8 BGE AT DU LS R SR S e R I R R I TS R L S RSO K R 9 ) S
M. VIF 230N T 5 R =AH A 2 (B A7 2 LR 1 .

W 7 ) T AR 355 1 ) 500 e 2 (B = 0.248 > 0, P < 0.05): ¥ 2% LIRS & AT DA SR 35 1F e i
i R (B = 399 > 0, P < 0.05) il i 75 [ BRI AN RERT HH Jife 2 R AR 15 35 5
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2) el N 2% RN IR A0 AL ) BT )3

FA AT 45 U= 4 FoR, 2ot RIISRI LA K EF, R*=0.773 > 05, F =259.568, P < 0.001
I8 BGE JEAT DU LS A SR S e I R R I TS R L S RS R B B A S
APl

W2 7 [ T AR 35 1 ) S0 B AN 4B (B = 0.617 > 0, P < 0.05); I8 %% VA% 5 5 A DA 355 1 [ S i
JRFIE (B = 0.395 > 0, P < 0.05) i %5 ik m] LAIE 1) 5% i B0 (B (B = 0.142, P < 0.05).

3) BRAYHET H R 1) 0 [EDE

AT 45 & 4 FoR, 2ot RIS L4 5 K 4P, R®=0.619>0.5, F=375.121, P <0.001,
VIF <5, ARRAEHE LR IO LSR5 HAAE R TR, DU R 7 ) i g
BRI L IR VRS R RGN E ECSEE RE S l. BIA TR R, BWRENASEZR R EDH A
DL 25 0 DR AR Sy R P BRIV (i AT DASE 35 1 R 52 HE R (B = 0.533 > 0, P < 0.05).

Table 4. Return of tourism network reputation, perceived value and travel intention
= 4. MOREMLEOE. BMNE. diFEEE)a

RIrEfL RS AR RS

H AR & K AR ot t SEM VIF
B P R Beta
() 0.728 0.206 3.538 0
iz Anliiya| 0.322 0.095 0.305 3.404 0.001 4.427
WX & 11 it HE R
W5 VR IR 0.109 0.095 0.107 1.146 0.253 4.79
Wz O 0.399 0.092 0.39 434 0 4.429

R?=0.583, F = 106.898, P < 0.001***

(&) 0.617 0.138 4.46 0
W DB ) 0.334 0.064 0.348 5.248 0 0.226
I & 17 AN A
e DR IR 0.142 0.064 0.153 2.212 0.028 0.209
W R 0.395 0.062 0.424 6.396 0 0.226

R?=0.773, F = 259.568, P < 0.001***

() 0.533 0.199 2671 0.008
BRI E HUEE R REnE 0.864 0.045 0.787 19.368 0 1

R?=0.619, F = 375.121, P < 0.001***

4) /NG

TE4 5 K =ANENET FEH RN

o, AN F R R R TR

H R = 0.533 + 0.864 x JEAIMH

FOUR, W VR R R R T R

HFEIE =0.728 +0.322 x JF OREJ7 M +0.399 x i % A &2

=, W DR RN [ A 7 R A

JEHE = 0.617 +0.334 x P W7 A) +0.395 x Y% CRE +0.142 x Jif 2 LIRS ER Ik
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Table 5. Direct effect
5. HEMK

B SRS NI CACITEES G T3 t{H P i RN
H1 it P9 248 1 — IR 1 JAT
Hila Tt A 2% 11 L7 1) — ISR B 0.348 0.064 5.248 Fokex T
H1b Jite i P 8% 11 R A ek — R A (i 0.153 0.064 2.212 * T
Hilc R I 5T B — R 0.424 0.062 6.396 ek AL
H2 JRENANME — i ) 0.787 0.045 19.368 ek BT
H3 it P9 248 C1E— H 3 2% 1 4y AL
H3a it 9 4% 1R )5 ] — i 2 1] 0.305 0.095 3.404 *x YT
H3b i 00 2 1 R BRIV — Y O A 1 0.107 0.095 1.146 0.253 N
H3c R e BT — L U0 1) 0.39 0.092 434 okl DA

4.6. AWML

AWt Hayes 3£ SPSS PROCESS ffiffilt 47 #4347, 12 Bias-corrected Percentile
Bootstrap 77¥%, f#FH UIM-Hfhiil, 7E 95%E S X H A1 5000 IEAR, LG AN it EE s, WRER
X AR 0, WIH A 2808 7 [20]. Wne 6 B

Table 6. Intermediary effect test

6. PAYRRLE

S p AR BNE(EXE il
ik AT /A5 SEboot (LLCI. ULC 28 7

H4 TR X 48 16 7 ) — SRR AT — He D 2 1 BEfE 0.086  (0.365,0.702)  0.528 JE A
H5  JiRUEM 4 Dk - B E— B =m @ai{d 0091 (0.359,0.721)  0.528 [E A
H6 W L R R BN — RN B 0101 (0.294,0.684)  0.496 FRAT.

TR (B AE TR T D09 24 VBT 1 AR IO 2% 11 25 R 0 9 A5 i FRD S5 0 o2 38 20 P A R0OE s SRR
Tk Y 00 2% 11 RERIRIGR P 0T b 935 A5 0 FRD S 0 o2 5 4 TR BN

5. MIRERITEX
5.1 WRghe

ARSCULHE R A N, AR TR N 4 I B B A T R R 2 IRD DG R IR A, dd ) A5
A7 NUEE T 233 i B, R SEiH 0 i iE SPSS26.0 it T HE B AN BRI B A AT T 30AIE . IF
FEE SRR 1) Jieilie 0 28 60T S oot Hh Ui s 1) RO R A B o, FL IR e I 8% 1V 7 1, 1 e 9 ) 4% 11
FEE IR o) 907 2 1] HE 0 BRI BB MR . 2) N4 VRS = AN T ¥ AT DA 38 1E [ R 5 e, S
PR 2% 11 8 it 2 1) 1 RN Bt vy, T K R IR 26 T 77 ) AR o) 2 I TR IR P o 3) TGN 1T DAV 385 1 ) 5
Wa e 2 HURE TR 1) o ) JBROATA EL XSS e Vi X 24 IV RBLERIR M bt 58 A e A AR, 06T I 4% 11 25T o J D) 8% 11 77 T
EHR A ER
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A AL

E&TH
KT R ZE R E N A SRR
SE 3k
[1]1  EvE. SRR A T RO R IN]. A R Bk, 2017-11-10(04).
[21  XUEWN, PREREE. RS TR XOR RIS [CI/FF R £ 5k X R B R . R RIS 45 5405, 2019: 278-303.

[3] Rt “pILr AR [I]. FFEE T, 2016(12): 37-39
[4] XIRE, dfli, R, BBm. o040 B Rk v 2 2 e SE R R S R AL 7T 0], 8 B As Rk, 2020, 17(1):

94-104.
[5] BEAUAA. WX IR H R RN AT AR AT ST [D]: [ 22 A 5], Kb IR IR, 2020:
9-11.

DOI: 10.12677/sd.2022.122044 410 CIESES 93


https://doi.org/10.12677/sd.2022.122044

WA, ERAE

(6]
[7]

(8]
(9]

[10]
[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]
[15]

[16]
[17]
[18]
[19]
[20]

[21]

[22]
[23]
[24]

[25]
[26]

Moore, S.G. and Lafreniere, K.C. (2020) How Online Word-of-Mouth Impacts Receivers. Consumer Psychology Re-
view, 3, 34-59. https://doi.org/10.1002/arcp.1055

AP T, FHIE, BUSCHE. B, LS A L DR HE B A KON 22 38N I FEALER]. R T R IE,
2021, 24(3): 37-51.
JHEE . TELETFE I sh 228 A Y 2% 3 T S5 35 SR S i (A 72 [D]: [ 240018 30]. K38 H MK, 2017: 36-37.

Chu, S.C. and Choi, S.M. (2011) Electronic Word-of-Mouth in Social Networking Sites: A Cross-Cultural Study of the
United States and China. Journal of Global Marketing, 24, 263-281. https://doi.org/10.1080/08911762.2011.592461

R R, WS AL — I AL X TR T KO HURI N, A i i 4, 2019-02-22(003): 3-4.

UK, SRR, B, BRI R AR A 3] )P RO R AR (A A 2 BHERR), 2018,
40(6): 118-126.

JH 2R, BSTL. RV NSRS LRI H Y R 5 R SR O R A D] TR B SR, 2022,
36(1): 192-200.

RBRIH. JEEN T 2% B R H A R % SRS A PR 5 —— AN 08 1) A B [C1 58+ Jm (2015) Hh [ 5 2R
FESWIE. AN GBI K%, 2015: 638-648.

RIS, IR R BN ESE BRI R F]. mIEEFA, 2022(2): 101-105.

Ganesh, J. (2004) Managing Customer Preferences in a Multi-Channel Environment Using Web Services. Internation-
al Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 32, 140-146. https://doi.org/10.1108/09590550410524920

ZETHENN. F 28 e % 9 3 1 2 B A48 5 T W B B WA [D]: [ -2z 5], B B Tk %%, 2015: 14-15.
BV, AR PR SCAS A 2855 It i i 4 B R () SIE T FE[J]. TR 45 Rl 2 e 244, 2021, 9(2): 47-54.

FEE . el 4% R BAFAE AT B & 1 SE IR [D]: [ 246018 30]. #i: BRI 2E, 2017: 13-20.

XISCUE. AR BRI R 5 & AT N R A5 [D]: [t 22008 5C]. SR 2847 K%, 2018: 12-13.
B, R, RE, T, B BT DR S AT R s —— DL ek T R RO el T,
2018, 33(2): 48-56.

Mz, Fordh, WEk. L 5T R R B R G R 7 R N —— SR RN B MR T E D] A
SCHbLFE, 2015, 30(5): 126-133.

MRl e, 254, . ARiE APP XK 2 AL tHiiF o SR M2 ma i 7e [9]. B Ak A T, 2019, 32(12): 94-101.

XIS, P O, H S A B3R 1 58 R A D]: [ 220018 0] Kib: Wi ik, 2015: 8-13.

Citri, N.A.V. (2001) Information Quality Perceptions: The Role of Communication Media Characteristics. Information
and Learning, 17, 132-143.

P, WA AN ER SR SN ET 7R TE]. #82 TRE24B &4, 2020, 18(2): 185-190.

Monroe, B. and Chapman, J.D. (1987) Framing Effects on Buyers’ Subjective Product Evaluation. Advances in Cus-
tomer Research, 14, 193-197.

DOI: 10.12677/sd.2022.122044 411 CIESES 93


https://doi.org/10.12677/sd.2022.122044
https://doi.org/10.1002/arcp.1055
https://doi.org/10.1080/08911762.2011.592461
https://doi.org/10.1108/09590550410524920

	海南旅游网络口碑对旅游者目的地决策的影响研究
	摘  要
	关键词
	Research on the Influence of Tourism Network Reputation on Tourists’ Destination Decision in Hainan
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. 引言
	2. 相关研究综述
	2.1. 网络口碑相关研究
	2.2. 感知价值的相关研究
	2.3. 出游意向的相关研究

	3. 关系假设与概念模型
	3.1. 关系假设
	3.2. 研究模型

	4. 研究设计与数据分析
	4.1. 问卷设计与收集
	4.2. 叙述性统计分析
	4.3. 信度与效度分析
	4.4. 相关分析
	4.5. 回归分析
	4.6. 中介效应检验

	5. 研究结论与意义
	5.1. 研究结论
	5.2. 研究意义
	5.3. 研究不足与未来研究方向

	基金支持
	参考文献

