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To prevent COVID-19, tourists are required to maintain distance from other people. However, interpersonal
contact is a crucial element in tourists’ well-being. It is necessary to ask how eliciting both eudaimonic and
hedonic well-being will change as a result. The answer is unclear. To address this issue, we used partial least
squares equation modeling to examine a city that has efficiently responded to COVID-19. This study expands the
influencing model of tourists’ well-being by revealing how physical distance moderates the influence of such
factors as contact intention, leisure involvement, and flow experience. The study throws light on tourists’ psy-
chological recovery and destination management in the post-COVID-19 era.

1. Introduction

Worldwide, the impact of tourism on well-being has aroused great
attention in academic circles(Yu, Zhang, & Li, 2019), and it has drawn
considerable interest in light of the global spread of COVID-19. Tourism
is considered an effective way to conduct interpersonal interactions
among people as well as to create trust and positive experiences and
rebuild a sense of well-being.

COVID-19 has, however, hampered tourism at the psychological and
institutional levels. At the individual level, researchers have demon-
strated the impact of fear, panic and perceived risk of COVID-19 (Chen,
2020; Ugur & Akbiyik, 2020) with respect to tourism (Rather, 2021);
they have determined that risk aversion induces people to avoid infec-
tion risk by observing social distancing (Im, Kim, & Choeh, 2021). At the
social level, the World Health Organization (2021) has recommended
maintaining 1-m distancing from other people. Research has reported
lower viral transmission when physical distancing is maintained at 1 m
than with less than that distance, which supports the World Health
Organization’s recommendation (Chu, Duda, Solo, & Schunemann,
2020).

Generally, interaction in tourism is an important source of well-

being: the closeness of perceived physical distance increases the near-
ness of social distance(Won, Shriram, & Tamir, 2018). However, with
COVID-19, maintaining social distance constitutes a new element; it
differs from previous tourism experiences, and the embodied practice of
distancing has implications for health and safety. Bae and Chang (2021)
reported that “untact” tourism is a kind of health protection behavior
that originated with individual recognition of the threats posed by
COVID-19. Although it is accepted that social distancing should be
maintained during the pandemic, social connectedness should not be
weakened (Bergman, Bethell, Gombojav, Hassink, & Stange, 2020).

In line with the above observations, this question emerges: will
maintaining distance affect tourists’ well-being? Previous studies have
examined the factors that affect tourists’ well-being. However, no in-
vestigations have addressed the variables of physical distance and
interpersonal contact in tourism: those are new key factors reflecting
people’s personal situation as a result of the pandemic. Accordingly,
research should address the following questions: how does maintaining
physical distance affect the previous status of well-being in tourism with
respect to tourists new mental and behavioral condition? How should
tourism destinations maintain tourists’ safety without decreasing their
well-being?
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In light of the above considerations, the present study applied
physical distance as a moderating variable. We investigated Suzhou in
China, which is a typical tourist city. At the time of our study, Suzhou
had been undergoing recovery from the pandemic for a period of many
months; tourism activities were gradually going back to normal under
imposed regulation measures and tourists maintaining social distance.
We examined how the impact of well-being had changed in the new
physical contact mode introduced as a result of COVID-19. In this way,
our study aimed to establish the relationship between psychological
experience and embodied behavior on the basis of new behavior rules in
the post-epidemic era. We measured and analyzed a novel salient vari-
able regarding tourists’ well-being with respect to two dimensions of
eudaimonic and hedonic well-being. We established a new model based
on novel core elements for the well-being mechanism. We have thrown
fresh light on aspects related to destination image and marketing man-
agement in the post-COVID-19 age.

2. Literature review
2.1. From subjective well-being to eudaimonic and hedonic well-being

The relationship between tourism and well-being has largely been
confirmed. Researchers have demonstrated that from different per-
spectives, tourism activities and experiences exert a significant effect on
tourists’ well-being (Lee, 2016; Lin, 2012; Uysal, Sirgy, Woo, & Kim,
2016). In previous studies, researchers mainly applied the concept of
subjective well-being to examine tourists’ well-being (Filep, 2014; Sirgy,
Gao, & Young, 2008; Su, Huang, & Chen, 2015; Su, Swanson, & Chen,
2016; Thal & Hudson, 2017). Alternatively, they measured tourists’
psychological well-being from positive and negative aspects (Lin, Ker-
stetter, Nawijn, & Mitas, 2014; Milman, 1998; Nawijn & Fricke, 2013;
Pratt, McCabe, & Movono, 2016; Steyn, Saayman, & Nienaber, 2004;
Wei & Milman, 2002).

With the gradual maturity of research on eudaimonic well-being in
psychology, scholars began examining tourists’ well-being from the
perspective of eudaimonism (Zhang & Bai, 2018). In recent years,
research has gradually gone beyond the single concept of well-being and
dichotomy of positive and negative aspects: from a deep psychological
perspective, tourists’ well-being has been categorized into eudaimonic
and hedonic well-being (Ahn, Back, & Boger, 2019; Pomfret, 2021;
Rahmani, Gnoth, & Mather, 2018). Eudaimonic well-being refers to the
following: a fulfilling or meaningful experience and achieving self-
perception and personal advancement (Pearce & Lee, 2005); personal
growth and functioning (Vada, Prentice, & Hsiao, 2019); purpose and
meaning in life (Li & Chan, 2017); and self-realization and self-discovery
(Matteucci & Filep, 2017). In a tourism context, eudaimonic well-being
is mostly produced in the form of social, volunteer, or slum tourism as
well as other forms of tourism that are closely related to the value of life
(McCabe & Johnson, 2013; Smith & Diekmann, 2017; Wang, Hou, &
Chen, 2020). Hedonic well-being includes mainly positive emotions,
such as pleasure and happiness. In tourism, hedonic well-being is re-
flected in the pursuit of pleasure, such as in leisure activities and
relaxing holidays (Smith & Diekmann, 2017).

COVID-19 has affected how eudaimonic and hedonic well-being are
achieved through tourism. However, owing to the different formation
mechanism in the two types of well-being, their modes and degrees may
different as a result of increased social distancing. Previous studies have
examined the influencing factors of tourists’ eudaimonic and hedonic
well-being(Ahn et al., 2019). However, in the post-pandemic world,
research has to determine how the two types of well-being have changed
owing to social distancing. Accordingly, the present study analyzed the
effects of physical distance on the types of well-being. We aimed to
establish the relationship between psychological experience and
embodied behavior. Our goal was to establish a new model for eliciting
eudaimonic and hedonic well-being in light of COVID-19 by measuring
and analyzing new variables for physical distance.
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2.2. Behavior change related to well-being in the post-COVID-19 era

Well-being is an important goal of tourism—especially following the
outbreak of a pandemic and the subsequent quarantine. Previous studies
have revealed people’s willingness to travel to improve their well-being
in the post-COVID-19 era (Bhalla, Chowdhary, & Ranjan, 2021).
Fundamentally, the production mechanism of psychological well-being
and experience in tourism is closely related to the destination facilities
of the service provider(e.g., Kim, Chua, Lee, Boo, & Han, 2016) as well
as to the tourists’ activities (Wei & Milman, 2002) and human in-
teractions (Pikkemaat, Bichler, & Peters, 2020). In the post-pandemic
era, safety is crucial for destination management (Yen, Tsaur, & Tsai,
2021); keeping social distance has become a basic approach to main-
taining individual safety. Against this background, non-interaction has
considerably changed tourists’ behavior and experience (Zhang, Wang,
& Rickly, 2021). COVID-19 control requires maintaining social distance,
and it is changing the way people interact (Cudjoe & Kotwal, 2020).
Further, the way and degree of social interaction affect subjective well-
being (Kim, Lee, & Preis, 2020). Specifically, maintaining physical dis-
tance usually leads to further social distancing and distant interpersonal
relationships. As a result, social distancing negatively affects well-being
(Miao, Zheng, Wen, Jin, & Gan, 2022). With respect to tourism, re-
searchers have observed that negative host-guest interactions were
reportedly frequent during the pandemic (Tung, Tse, & Chan, 2021).
Thus, it has become an important issue as to how maintaining social
distance, based on safety needs, could have psychological consequences.

Previous studies have described the psychological deficiency and
needs of people during a pandemic as a result of frustration (Cheung,
Takashima, Choi, Yang, & Tung, 2021). Notably, restrictions on human
interactions during a pandemic can lead to psychological distress and
exert a negative impact on psychological well-being (Yu, Zheng, Su, &
Zheng, 2020). Hence, improving well-being through tourism and human
interactions is a promising way to fulfill the psychological deficiency
and needs caused by a pandemic. One empirical study found that a high
level of human interaction promotes well-being in tourism (Yu et al.,
2020). However, in the post-pandemic situation, tourists need to
maintain safe social distance while achieving contact with hosts. How
these paradoxical psychological demands affect tourist behavior de-
mands further examination. Specific to the behavioral level, the
following research questions arise: how does maintaining social distance
affect tourists’ well-being, and does the influence of variables identified
in previous studies on well-being change with increased social
distancing?

3. Hypothesis development

The influencing factors of tourists’ well-being constitute an impor-
tant research area. The macro-examination includes the following:
natural environment elements; social and human environment elements;
urbanization process elements (Zhang, Wong, Cheng, Yu, & Chen,
2019); and authentic concepts (Chen & Zhou, 2018). In recent years,
research adopting a micro-approach has been gradually implemented.
Zhang et al. (2019) reported that flow experience and leisure involve-
ment positively affect tourists’ well-being. Chen, Zhang, and Zhang
(2017) analyzed the connection between contact intention and tourists’
well-being.

Deep human connectivity is a key element for tourists’ positive inner
transformation (Sheldon, 2020). Contact intention positively affects the
tourism experience (Chen et al., 2017); the experience of a journey can
be intensified by setting intentions. A high level of host-guest contact
can produce a more positive experience(Fan, Qiu, Jenkins, & Lau, 2020).
From the tourists’ perspective, increased social contact between them-
selves and their hosts indicates that their attitudes toward the hosts and
destinations have changed positively (Pizam, Uriely, & Reichel, 2000;
Uriely & Reichel, 2000). Carneiro and Eusebio (2015) found that social
contact between the two groups produces positive attitudes and
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enhances mutual understanding. Further, residents play an important
role in destination brand (Zhao, Cui, & Guo, 2022), close contact be-
tween hosts and guests can break cultural prejudices and reduce nega-
tive emotions to external groups, thereby achieving a more positive
tourism experience (Page-Gould, Mendoza-Denton, & Tropp, 2008).
However, such trends may differ as a result of COVID-19. If the partic-
ipants feel under physical threat, they choose not to make contact (Li &
Wang, 2020); that is the situation in the pandemic era.

Leisure involvement signifies affective input, motivation, excite-
ment, and other psychological states of a person toward a leisure activity
(Pan, Wu, Morrison, Huang, & Huang, 2018). Many studies have re-
ported that leisure involvement exerts a positive impact on flow expe-
rience (Chang, 2016; Cheng, Hung, & Chen, 2016; Zhang et al., 2019).
Flow experience occurs when individuals feel they act with total
involvement (Csikszentmihalyi, 1975). According to the partial media-
tion model, as well as directly affecting well-being, recreational
involvement affects well-being through flow experience (Cheng & Lu,
2015). Leisure involvement has changed as a result of COVID-19.
Research has demonstrated the impact of fear arousal due to the
pandemic on tourists’ revisit intention (Hassan & Soliman, 2021); the
fear of COVID-19 has negatively affected tourist-host interactions. Thus,
it is questionable whether contact intention (which becomes stronger
after a quarantine) exerts an impact on actual tourism behavior. From
the above considerations, we construct the following hypothesizes:

Hla: Contact intention has a positive impact on leisure involvement.

H1b: Contact intention has a positive impact on flow experience.

Flow experience is a key factor for tourists to achieve well-being.
That experience refers to an individual feeling that is achieved
through a holistic sensation during total involvement (Csikszentmihalyi,
1975, p. 36); it is considered “the core of leisure experience” (Mannell &
Iso-Ahola, 1987). The anxiety and fear produced by COVID-19 have had
a great effect on how ordinary people spend their holidays (Magano,
Vidal, Sousa, Dinis, & Leite, 2021). Specifically, people’s high-risk
perceptions have indirectly influenced their participation patterns in
tourism and leisure activities—especially in maintaining a safe distance
from others (Kim & Kang, 2021); participation is evidently a key factor
in tourists’ well-being (Wei & Milman, 2002), and leisure activities and
involvement are effective in achieving wellness (Kim & Yang, 2021; Luo,
Lanlung, Kim, Tang, & Song, 2018). Previously, higher involvement was
thought to lead to a deeper flow experience(de Matos, Sa, & Duarte,
2021). However, with recent concerns over personal safety, it is neces-
sary to determine if that still applies: does a higher level of leisure
involvement lead to increased unease or a deeper tourism flow experi-
ence? The answer to this question is a crucial link with respect to
tourists’ well-being. Thus, we hypothesize as follows:

H2: Leisure involvement has a positive impact on flow experience.

Flow theory has been widely applied in the study of tourism (Hsu,
Wu, Chen, & Chang, 2012). The on-site experience is closely related to
the pleasure elements of positive emotions (Filep, 2014). One empirical
study based on interviews conducted by Cheng and Lu (2015) demon-
strated the positive relationship between flow and overall well-being.
Zhang et al. (2019) found that flow experience positively affects peo-
ple’s subjective well-being. Currently, the two dimensions of eudai-
monic and hedonic well-being are considered more accurate in
describing the well-being in tourism. The former focuses on cognition,
the latter on emotion. Thus, the effects of flow experience on tourists’
well-being should also be examined in two ways. On one hand, flow
experience contains cognitive experience(Ayazlar, 2015), and it is
necessary to determine whether eudaimonic well-being is influenced by
flow experience. In this regard, we propose H3a. On the other hand,
studies have found that flow experience renders people happier (Tsaur,
Yen, & Hsiao, 2013); accordingly, we propose H3b:

H3a: Flow experience has a positive impact on eudaimonic well-
being.

H3b: Flow experience has a positive impact on hedonic well-being.

The influence of physical distance on psychological experience has
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been identified in psychology and behavioral research (Hu, 2013). This
idea can be found in proxemics, the study of how people use and
perceive physical space in their interactions with others(Hall, 1963); it
investigates the human use of space as an aspect of culture (Hall, 1966,
p-1). By applying social and non-social stimuli, Vieira, Pierzchajlo, and
Mitchell (2020) examined space intrusions from the perspective of
neural correlates. By means of a behavioral experiment, those authors
determined the influence of interpersonal space distance on personal
experience. Interpersonal contact is a critical element in the tourism
experience (Zhang, Liu, & Bai, 2020). COVID-19 is highly infectious
during close physical contact among individuals. Thus, people have
become cautious of interpersonal distance with strangers: remote
interpersonal distance could reflect greater social distance (Li, Zhang,
Liu, Kozak, & Wen, 2020; Liberman, Trope, & Stephan, 2007). Ac-
cording to the equilibrium theory, estimated social threat (such as the
spread of a disease), as the avoidance force, promotes greater interper-
sonal distance (Welsch, Wessels, Bernhard, Thones, & Castell, 2021).
COVID-19 has led to the need to minimize physical contact among in-
dividuals (Kaushal & Srivastava, 2021). This situation is particularly
evident with the tourism experience. Therefore, how physical distance
moderates relationships has become a crucial new variable under
COVID-19. Accordingly, we hypothesize as follows:

H4a-H4b: Physical distance moderates the influence of contact
intention on leisure involvement or flow experience.

H4c: Physical distance moderates the influence of leisure involve-
ment on flow experience.

H4d-H4e: Physical distance moderates the influence of flow experi-
ence on eudaimonic or hedonic well-being.

From the above considerations, our conceptual model appears in
Fig. 1.

4. Material and methods
4.1. Study case and research method

Compared with rural areas, urban space presents higher risks during
a pandemic because of the greater population density and difficulty in
maintaining physical distancing in daily life (Jang, Kim, Kim, & Kim,
2021). We conducted our case study in Suzhou (Jiangsu Province), a
medium-sized city in the northeastern part of East China. Suzhou is an
important city in the Yangtze River Delta and a national scenic tourist
city approved by the State Council. The city has a history and culture
that go back almost 2500 years. Private gardens in Suzhou and the
Suzhou section of the Grand Canal are listed as UNESCO World Heritage
Sites.

Suzhou was chosen for the following reasons: First, as a tourist
destination, Suzhou’s tourism industry has a huge supply scale and
potential market. In 2019, Suzhou’s total tourism revenue was 275.1
billion yuan (about US$42.9 billion); that year, it received 136.09
million domestic and foreign visitors (Suzhou Department of Statistics,
2020). Second, Suzhou has actively responded to COVID-19. In2020,
Suzhou received 80.24 million domestic tourists—a year-on-year re-
covery of 60%; total tourism revenue in2020 was 64.5% of the figure
before the pandemic (Consumer Weekly, 2021). It has become a typical
example of the development and recovery of China’s tourism market.
Third, when the number of tourists in other cities is greatly negatively
affected by the epidemic, the large number of tourists in Suzhou can
provide a richer data source for the investigation of tourists’ psychology
and behavior during the epidemic.

From January 28 to March 25, 2021, we conducted a questionnaire
survey among tourists in three representative destinations in Suzhou,
namely Pingjiang Road (the famous historical street located in Suzhou
ancient city), Jinji Lake scenic area (the center of Suzhou’s modern
culture), and Taihu Lake National Tourism Resort (the typical natural
landscape). The sampling method of data collection is convenience
sampling. According to Su, Nguyen, Nguyen, and Tran (2020), the
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Fig. 1. Conceptual model.

sample size should be at least five times greater than the number of
variables; thus, 41 measurement items would require a sample size of at
least 205 participants. We collected 272 completed questionnaires; of
those, 14 had missing data, unexpected errors, suspicious or irrelevant
responses, or they were extreme multivariate outliers, and we deleted
them. Thus, we received 258 completed questionnaires that were valid
(effective rate, 94.85%), which met the sample size requirement. The
proportion of female respondents was higher than that of males; in terms
of age, participants aged 26-30 years comprised the largest group; ed-
ucation level was mostly above high school; and the most common
monthly income was in the range of 6001-8000 yuan. The demographic
profile of the respondents appears in Table 1.

For our analysis, we applied partial least squares structural equation
modeling (PLS-SEM). PLS-SEM is an analysis technique of structural
equation modeling based on regression analysis. Fornell and Bookstein
(1982) reported that PLS-SEM offers certain advantages in dealing with
complex causality. The main advantages of PLS-SEM include its ability
to deal with the following: abnormal data distribution; small samples
and tangible shaping indicators of potential variables; exploratory
research and theoretical development; and processing highly complex
models and category variables (Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle, & Mena, 2012;
Ringle, Sarstedt, & Straub, 2012).

4.2. Measures

We used a questionnaire survey method to collect data and applied a
Likert seven-point scale. The scores of 1-7 ranged from “very disagree”
to “very agree,” and participants chose the score that corresponded to
their own experience. The questionnaire comprised six parts, and the
questions derived from proven maturity scales(see Appendix A). The
first part of the questionnaire involved personal information, such as
age, income, gender, and education. The second part covered tourists’
well-being, which we divided into two secondary variables (eudaimonic

Table 1
Demographic profile of respondents.

Group Percentage (%) Group Percentage (%)
Gender Education
Male 41.9 High school or under 16.7
Female 58.1 Junior college 221
Age Undergraduate 42.6
<18 12.0 Graduate and above 18.6
18-25 17.8 Monthly income(RMB)
26-30 21.3 <4000 14.7
31-40 11.3 4001-6000 14.7
41-50 13.2 6001-8000 22.9
51-60 14.3 8001-10,000 20.5
>60 10.1 10,001-12,000 16.7
>12,001 10.5

and hedonic well-being); that was mainly based on Wang et al. (2020).
The third part examined contact intention, for which we referred to
Chen et al. (2017). The fourth part dealt with the scale of leisure
involvement; it applied the results of McIntyre and Pigram (1992) and
Cheng and Lu (2015); it contained three dimensions and 10 items. The
fifth part examined flow experience, and it referred to Wu and Liang
(2011) and Cater, Albayrak, Caber, and Taylor (2021); it contained three
dimensions and nine items. The sixth part covered physical distancing,
which was based on the recommendation of the World Health Organi-
zation (2021) of maintaining 1-m distance from other people. The
question was as follows: “When traveling, do you mostly comply with
the rule of keeping a physical distance of 1 meter from others?” The
rating scale adopted is the coding (1,0).

5. Results
5.1. Analysis of measurement model

The analysis and estimation procedure with PLS-SEM comprised two
steps: one analyzed the reliability and validity of the measurement
model; the other tested the path coefficient of the structural model and
determined the model’s predictive ability. The analysis assessed
whether the variables had reliability and validity. First, it confirmed the
appropriateness of each measurement index to explain the research
variables. Then, it tested the relationship among the research variables;
specifically, it identified the relationship among the research variables
with respect to the study hypotheses (Henseler, 2010).

To evaluate the reliability and validity of PLS-SEM, it is necessary to
calculate the composite reliability (CR) and average variance extracted
(AVE). The CR and Cronbach’s o of potential variables refer to the
consistency of items within variables. If the CR and Cronbach’s o of
potential variables are high, the observation items under the variables
are highly correlated (i.e., they are all measuring the same potential
variables). If Cronbach’s a is >0.7, it is considered to have good internal
consistency; a CR above 0.7 is considered acceptable. AVE is a measure
of the ability of a potential variable to explain all its index items; to
prove the feasibility of using the variable, its value must exceed 0.5.
Among the questionnaire items, the Cronbach’s o values of potential
variables ranged from 0.748 to 0.949; CR values ranged from 0.857 to
0.967. All were >0.7, indicating that the potential variables in this study
had good internal consistency. The AVE values of potential variables
ranged from 0.664 to 0.913; all were >0.5, indicating that the potential
variables of this study had good convergent validity (Fornell & Larcker,
1981) (Table 2).

In estimating discriminant validity, PLS-SEM is mainly tested in
three ways (Henseler, 2010). The first is cross-loadings. As evident in
Table 3, indicators should load higher on the construct of interest than
on any other variable (Thatcher & Perrewe, 2002). The second is the
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Table 2
Results for confirmatory factor analyses.
FL Cronbach’s Alpha CR (AVE)
Contact intention 0.928 0.940 0.664
I would like to talk about the trip
R . 0.780
with the local residents.
I would like to ask the local
. o 0.714
residents for directions.
I would like to take part in
sightseeing activities with local ~ 0.844
residents.
1 would hk.e to take photos with 0.871
local residents.
1 would like to take part in
recreational activities with 0.869
local residents.
1 would like to exchange contact
information with local 0.830
residents.
I R .
wquld like to gxchange gifts 0.789
with local residents.
1 would like to talk about family
. . 0.809
or work with local residents.
Leisure involvement 1 0.842 0.894 0.680
City tourism is very important to 0.757
me.
City tourism is very fun activity. 0.843
City tourism is the activity that
- 0.861
makes me feel most satisfied.
City tourism can relax me and
clear away the pressure of daily =~ 0.834
life.
Leisure involvement 2 0.860 0.915 0.782
When I travel, I can fully express 0.842
myself.
When I see other people travel I
. s 0.913
can discuss it with them.
1 feel that travel can help me
0.896
better understand myself.
Leisure involvement 3 0.845 0.907 0.764
1 find that my life is closely 0.822
related to travel.
I hk'e to talk about travel with my 0917
friends.
1 have many friends who travel. 0.881
Leisure involvement 0.867 0.919 0.791
Leisure involvement 1 Attraction 0.929
Leisure m.volvement 2 Self- 0.851
expression
Leisure involvement 3 Centrality 0.887
Flow experience 1 0.748 0.857  0.668
When I travel, I felt completely in 0.830
control.
1 felt things were under control 0.884
when I travel.
Travel equipment helped me to 0.730
control everything. ’
Flow experience 2 0.764 0.864 0.681
1 did not think of other things 0.766
when I travel.
1 totally .concentrated when 0.874
travelling.
I b i
ecame' totally absorbed in 0.832
travelling.
Flow experience 3 0.949 0.967 0.907
Time seemed t9 pass quickly 0.953
when travelling.
1 tended to los? track of time 0.960
when travelling.
T . .
ravelling rr}ade me feel time 0.944
passed quickly.
Flow experience 0.815 0.891 0.732
Flow experience 1 Control 0.897
Flow exPerlence 2 Focus 0.885
Attention
FloYv expenence 3 Time 0.781
distortion
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Table 2 (continued)

FL Cronbach’s Alpha  CR (AVE)

Eudaimonic well-being 0.903 0.925 0.673
This travel experience helped me
become self-determining and

independent.

This travel experience helped me
have warm, satisfying, and
trusting relationships with
others.

This travel experience helped me
possess a positive attitude
toward myself.

This travel experience helped me
feel there is meaning to present
and past life.

This travel experience helped me
develop a lot as a person.

This travel experience helped me
have a sense of mastery and
competence in managing the
environment.

Hedonic well-being.

This travel experience increased
my overall life satisfaction.

This travel experience
contributed to my overall
happiness.

0.796

0.795

0.855

0.813

0.834

0.826

0.904 0.954 0.913

0.957

0.954

criterion proposed by Fornell and Larcker (1981): if the measurement
model has discriminant validity, the relationship between potential
variables should be less than that within corresponding potential vari-
ables. Thus, the correlation coefficient matrix between variables is used
for testing. If the AVE value of the variable is greater than the square of
the correlation coefficient between that variable and other variables,
discriminant validity exists. The AVE value is the square of the stan-
dardized factor loading of horizontal items under the same potential
variable; thus, it is necessary to conduct square root operations in the
comparison (Table 4). Third, according to Henseler, Ringle, and Sarstedt
(2015), the Fornell-Larcker criterion and the assessment of cross-
loadings are largely unable to detect a lack of discriminant validity
because of their low sensitivity. Accordingly, we introduce the HTMT
criterion (a comparison of heterotrait-heteromethod correlations and
monotrait-heteromethod correlations) to identify a lack of discriminant
validity effectively. As shown in Table 5, all values were <0.85, indi-
cating discriminant validity (Henseler et al., 2015).

5.2. Structural model analysis

After we used confirmatory factor analysis to test the reliability and
validity of the measurement model, we further analyzed the structure of
the model. We applied the PLS-SEM algorithm to test the fit of the
explanatory variables with the prediction from the outcome variables;
we selected 5000 samples by bootstrap sampling to calculate the pa-
rameters and evaluate the significance of the model coefficients (Hair &
Sarstedt, 2011). We did so because repeated bootstrap sampling is a
statistical inference method without a parent number; small samples can
also produce good results (Zhang, Pantula, & Boos, 1991). We calculated
the goodness-of-fit (GoF) index proposed by Tenenhaus, Vinzi, Chatelin,
and Lauro (2005). The GoF value we obtained was 0.430, which is
higher than the standard of 0.36 defined by Wetzels, Odekerken, and
Van (2009), indicating a good fit.

In PLS-SEM analysis, R2 is the primary index to evaluate the
explanatory power of a model (Table 6). With leisure involvement,
33.4% could be explained by contact intention; with flow experience,
58.5% could be accounted for by combined contact intention and leisure
involvement; with eudaimonic well-being, 53.8% could be explained by
flow experience; with hedonic well-being, 56.6% could be accounted for



J. Sun and Y. Guo

Table 3
Factor loadings and cross-loadings.
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Contact intention Leisure involvement

Flow experience Eudaimonic well-being Hedonic well-being

Contact intention1 0.780 0.508
Contact Intention2 0.714 0.582
Contact Intention3 0.844 0.519
Contact Intention4 0.871 0.442
Contact Intention5 0.869 0.477
Contact Intention6 0.830 0.411
Contact Intention7 0.789 0.331
Contact Intention8 0.809 0.368
Leisure involvement 1 0.568 0.929
Leisure involvement 2 0.397 0.851
Leisure involvement 3 0.571 0.887
Flow experience 1 0.418 0.615
Flow experience 2 0.435 0.659
Flow experience 3 0.446 0.684
Eudaimonic well-being 1 0.420 0.566
Eudaimonic well-being 2 0.335 0.584
Eudaimonic well-being 3 0.297 0.602
Eudaimonic well-being 4 0.361 0.591
Eudaimonic well-being 5 0.374 0.588
Eudaimonic well-being 6 0.355 0.559
Hedonic well-being 1 0.424 0.652
Hedonic well-being 2 0.312 0.616

0.414 0.357 0.309
0.544 0.522 0.467
0.464 0.408 0.348
0.376 0.310 0.324
0.381 0.333 0.305
0.360 0.283 0.233
0.312 0.234 0.180
0.326 0.251 0.230
0.708 0.679 0.608
0.705 0.612 0.662
0.618 0.601 0.505
0.897 0.604 0.666
0.885 0.659 0.709
0.781 0.621 0.550
0.582 0.796 0.616
0.638 0.795 0.616
0.602 0.855 0.669
0.599 0.813 0.581
0.579 0.834 0.625
0.607 0.826 0.661
0.730 0.747 0.957
0.706 0.716 0.954

Table 4
Discriminant validity: Average variance extracted(AVE).

Contact intention Leisure involvement

Flow experience Eudaimonic well-being Hedonic well-being

Contact intention 0.815

Leisure involvement 0.578 0.889
Flow experience 0.505 0.761
Eudaimonic well-being 0.435 0.710
Hedonic well-being 0.387 0.664

0.856
0.734 0.820
0.752 0.766 0.955

Note: The diagonal value is the square root of the average variance extracted (AVE); the lower triangle is the correlation coefficient of the corresponding variable.

Table 5
Analysis of heterotrait-heteromethod ratio of correlations (HTMT).

Contact intention Leisure involvement

Flow experience Eudaimonic well-being Hedonic well-being

Contact intention

Leisure involvement 0.619
Flow experience 0.562 0.819
Eudaimonic well-being 0.453 0.801 0.832
Hedonic well-being 0.400 0.751 0.842 0.847
respectively. Thus, the endogenous variables in the present study were
Table 6 all moderate.
Results for R2 and Q2 values. On that basis, we applied predictive sample reuse technology (Q2) as
R2 Q2 a criterion to further determine the stability and fitness of the model.
Leisure Involvement 0.334 0.249 Chin et al. (2008) determined that Q2 higher than 0 could indicate the
Flow experience 0.585 0.403 predictive relevance of a model. We found that the Q2 value ranged from
Eudaimonic well-being 0538 0.336 0.249 to 0.493, indicating the model had cross-validity (Table 6).
Hedonic well-being 0.566 0.493

by flow experience. Chin, Peterson, and Brown (2008) divided endog-
enous variables based on R2 into three categories: substantial, moderate,
and weak; the corresponding standard values were 0.67, 0.33, and 0.19,

The results of the structural equation model test appear in Table 7.
H1la was verified (coefficient, 0.578; P < 0.001): contact intention had a
significant positive impact on leisure involvement. Thus, tourists with
high contact intention as a result of COVID-19 could still attain a high
degree of leisure involvement. H2 was verified (coefficient, 0.704; P <

Table 7
Regression weights among the proposed relationships.
Original Sample (O) Standard Deviation (STDEV) T Statistics (|O/STDEV|) P Values Decision

Hla Contact intention - > Leisure involvement 0.578 0.052 11.185 0.000 Supported
Hlb Contact intention - > Flow experience 0.099 0.067 1.474 0.141 Not supported
H2 Leisure involvement - > Flow experience 0.704 0.055 12.916 0.000 Supported
H3a Flow experience - > Eudaimonic well-being 0.734 0.035 20.686 0.000 Supported
H3b Flow experience - > Hedonic well-being 0.752 0.034 21.964 0.000 Supported
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0.001): leisure involvement had a significant positive impact on flow
experience. Accordingly, the degree of leisure involvement was still the
influencing factor for flow experience in the pandemic. H3a (coefficient,
0.734; P < 0.001) and H3b (coefficient, 0.752; P < 0.001) were verified:
flow experience significantly and positively affected eudaimonic and
hedonic well-being.

Our results did not support H1b: there was no significant evidence
that contact intention affected flow experience. This finding is not in
accordance with the previously reported positive impact of contact on
tourism experience (Chen et al., 2017). This outcome indicates that
owing to COVID-19, higher contact intention did not significantly lead
to a higher degree of flow experience. It could have been that contact
intention was constrained by public management or cautious interper-
sonal interactions during the pandemic, which would have affected the
depth of experience.

We analyzed the moderating effect of physical distance as a moder-
ating variable through H4a-H4e (Table 8). In the validation, we used the
bias-corrected bootstrapping P values as a criterion to assess whether or
not the moderating effect was significant. We found the significant
moderating effect of physical distance on 4 paths, and Fig. 2 illustrates
the moderation effect in the simple slope graph suggested by Carden,
Holtzman, and Strube (2017); Dawson and Richter (2006), and Dawson
(2014).

The influence of contact intention on leisure involvement was
moderated by physical distance. When tourists had to maintain physical
distance during COVID-19, the influence of individual contact intention
on actual leisure involvement was reduced: the coefficient decreased to
0.511. The influence of leisure involvement on flow experience was
moderated by physical distance. The influence coefficient of leisure
involvement on flow experience increased to 0.790 with close physical
distance; it decreased to 0.677 with far physical distance. The influence
of flow experience on eudaimonic and hedonic well-being was moder-
ated by physical distance. The influence of flow experience on well-
being increased with close physical distance; it decreased with far
physical distance. From the above findings, we constructed the struc-
tural model results presented in Fig. 3.

6. Discussion and conclusions
6.1. Theoretical conclusions and discussions

This study analyzed elements related to physical distance with
respect to pandemic prevention and control. Im et al. (2021) found that
visitors tend to take minimal risks while consuming tourism products
even without a pandemic situation. Thus, we believe our findings are
significant for destination management. We observed that physical
distance moderated the influence of contact intention on leisure
participation and the effect of flow experience on both eudaimonic and
hedonic well-being. However, we found no significant evidence that

Table 8
Moderating effects among the proposed relationships.

Path Coefficients Path Coefficients

Original Original
(close physical (far physical
distance) distance)
Hda .Contact intention - > Leisure 0.725%%% 0.511%%*
involvement
i ion - > Fl
H4b Contgct intention - > Flow 0.044 0.110
experience
Hac Lelsur'e involvement - > Flow 0.790%%* 0.677%%%
experience
Had Flow‘expe}rlence - >- 0.793 %%+ 0.715%%*
Eudaimonic well-being
Hde Flow experience - > Hedonic 0.803++* 0.735%#+

well-being

Note: ***P < 0.001.

Tourism Management Perspectives 44 (2022) 101029

contact intention positively affected flow experience; this finding could
be attributed to the special circumstances of the pandemic.

First, the most novel contribution of this study relates to the
moderating role of physical distance on the influence of flow experience
on eudaimonic and hedonic well-being. The effect of flow experience on
well-being increased with close physical distance; it decreased with far
physical distance. Well-being in tourism is commonly studied in terms of
subjective well-being. However, well-being is more than a single-
dimension concept of preference satisfaction (Li & Chan, 2017): it
contains different levels of experience outcome. Thus, in tourism, re-
searchers distinguish between eudaimonic and hedonic well-being (Li &
Chan, 2017; Matteucci & Filep, 2017; Pearce & Lee, 2005; Vada et al.,
2019). The present study has further demonstrated the effect of flow
experience on the two types of well-being as well as the moderating
effect of physical distance with those two types.

Second, this study verified that despite the impact of the outbreak,
tourists’ contact intention still positively affected leisure involvement
and that leisure involvement positively affected flow experience. This
conclusion is in line with previous findings about the general circum-
stances with tourism: contact intention affects the degree of involvement
(Chen et al., 2017); leisure involvement positively affects flow experi-
ence (Cheng et al., 2016; Zhang et al., 2019). This result highlights that
even with strict epidemic prevention and control, willingness for contact
remains a salient factor for leisure involvement; the degree of leisure
involvement is still closely related to the degree of tourism flow
experience.

Third, we found, however, that physical distance did exert a
moderating effect on the influence of contact intention on leisure
participation and the influence of leisure involvement on flow experi-
ence. With greater physical distance, the impact of the degree of indi-
vidual contact intention on actual leisure involvement was reduced; the
influence of leisure involvement on flow experience decreased. In
conjunction with the previously identified relationship between leisure
involvement and flow experience (Cheng et al., 2016; Zhang et al.,
2019), this finding accounts for the physical and mental factors related
to social distancing at the behavioral level.

Fourth, unlike with previous studies related to an epidemic situation,
we found no significant evidence that contact intention positively
affected flow experience. This result does not uphold the positive effect
of contact between tourism hosts and guests identified in previous
research (Chen et al., 2017). Thus, with COVID-19, greater contact
intention does not necessarily lead to a higher degree of flow experience:
the intention may be constrained by public management or cautious
interpersonal interactions out of fear and risk perceptions, thereby
affecting the depth of experience.

Fifth, we observed that flow experience positively affected eudai-
monic and hedonic well-being. Previous studies have reported the direct
impact of contact intention and leisure involvement on subjective well-
being (Lin, Chen, & Kuo, 2014; Sirgy, 2019); however, it was unclear
how contact intention operated in a two-dimension framework, which
more precisely reflects tourists’ well-being. Thus, by focusing on two
types of tourists’ well-being, we were able to analyze the two-stage
impact of contact intention and leisure involvement on flow experi-
ence as well as of flow experience on well-being. Earlier research
investigated the impact of flow experience on satisfaction (Kim & Thapa,
2018). It was found that satisfaction affects subjective well-being (He,
Su, & Swanson, 2020; Tan, Sim, Chai, & Beck, 2020). The present study
demonstrated that flow experience had a direct positive effect on both
eudaimonic and hedonic well-being.

6.2. Practical implications

COVID-19 has led to changes in tourists’ contact intention: for active
and passive reasons, tourists maintain social distancing, which has led to
changes in leisure involvement. Previous barrier-free interactions be-
tween hosts and guests now face additional psychological and
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physiological obstacles. The inability to offer valuable tourist engage-
ment produces negative outcomes for tourists and has implications for
the local hosts (Bec, Moyle, Schaffer, & Timms, 2021). The present study
found that although contact intention still has a positive impact on

leisure involvement, it does not necessarily produce as good a flow
experience as it did before the pandemic. Even when the pandemic is
over, visitors will tend to take minimal risks while enjoying hospitality
and tourism products (Im et al., 2021). Without actual physical contact,
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shared emotions could increase intentions to visit after the pandemic
ends (Hang, Aroean, & Chen, 2020). Thus, destinations could discover
new approaches to satisfy tourists’ contact intention at the emotional
level through non-close physical contact. Destinations should provide
creative, high-quality leisure involvement. Examples here are online
channels or smartphone applications for (potential) tourists to share
common feelings; destinations should apply immersive technology to
create interactions in digital marketing (Ketter & Avraham, 2021) to-
ward producing safe participation experiences.

Starting with the background of the pandemic and applying a two-
dimensional approach, we found that flow experience positively
affected tourists’ eudaimonic and hedonic well-being, which was,
however, moderated by the physical distance. In reality, tourists who
used to travel abroad will turn to domestic tourism as a result of COVID-
19 (Arbuld, Razumova, Rey-Maquieira, & Sastre, 2021). Domestic
tourism could be an important way to improve national well-being after
the pandemic. However, the density of domestic tourists would increase,
which could lead to closer physical distance among tourists and greater
risk. Creating a high-level flow experience without causing more risk
induced by physical proximity could be a challenge. In this regard, on-
line methods should be considered. James and Kearns (2020) demon-
strated that to enhance well-being, people use social media to remain in
contact with family and friends at remote locations. That practice could
be applied for tourism destinations during COVID-19: it would involve
creating a constant experience even when tourists are not on-site. Rather
than regarding flow experience as a short-term situation that is possible
only on-site, it would mean destinations building long-term connections
with potential tourists and creating a remote flow experience by means
of new technology. In addition, recovery strategies should be imple-
mented to improve the well-being of different types of tourists (Raki,
Nayer, Nazifi, Alexander, & Seyfi, 2021) with respect to their various
characteristics. The source of eudaimonic well-being is related to per-
sonal growth and knowledge harvest; it can be increased by deepening
the content depth of online cognitive experience. The source of hedonic
well-being is related more to sensory relaxation and experience; thus,
greater attention should be paid to its online sensory effect. A tourist
destination has to consider the effect of contact intention on leisure
participation and the effect of leisure participation on flow experience;
however, it is necessary also to consider physical distancing, which is a
functional factor in the tourism experience and subsequent well-being
(Tuzovic, Kabadayi, & Paluch, 2021).

Tourism is a highly interactive pursuit, and the lockdowns caused by
COVID-19 may have induced an even stronger contact intention among
tourists. To address the discrepancy between contact needs and re-
strictions as well as achieving a greater sense of well-being, new ways
should be found to meet tourists’ willingness for interpersonal in-
teractions and communication—while ensuring their safe physical dis-
tance. Research has found that tourists’ revisit attention is influenced by
their perceived trust (Hassan & Soliman, 2021), which also applies to
tourists’ well-being. It is necessary to reaffirm trust among tourists by
establishing a secure environment, and that is a priority in eliciting well-
being. Developing a feeling of security could be achieved through a
system of prevention mechanisms readily perceived by the tourists; ex-
amples here are body temperature checks at destinations, salient med-
ical care counters at destinations, offering free masks and sanitation
facilities, constant presence of specialized staff, and crowding informa-
tion (Adam, Werner, Wendt, & Benlian, 2020). It should be possible for

Appendix A. Research instrument

Questionnaire on tourists’ well-being and physical distance.
Dear sir / madam:
Hello!
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tourists to check such mechanisms at any time. In the airline industry,
researchers have analyzed strategies to win satisfaction and loyalty in
the post-pandemic world based on non-contact services (Moon, Lho, &
Han, 2021). The present study indicates a means to manage tourism
destinations in the new non-contact era.

7. Limitations

As a result of the pandemic, the tourists who visited Suzhou between
February and March 2021 (time of the questionnaire survey) had certain
characteristics: most of them were young with strong risk tolerance.
Thus, the questionnaire data obtained then reflected Suzhou visitors
with such characteristics. As the pandemic and preventive measures
undergo change, tourists’ will likewise modify their adaptability to
physical proximity; their mentality, demands, and destination man-
agement will also change. When COVID-19 is over, people may continue
to maintain social distancing, or they may be eager for closer interper-
sonal contact. Future research should examine how that situation could
affect the tourism experience and well-being. The well-being induced by
tourist activities includes the well-being of locals (Khan, Bibi, Lyu, Raza,
& Meo, 2020) as well as tourists. The present study has mainly addressed
tourists’ well-being; the post-pandemic well-being of locals at destina-
tions would appear to be a critical future topic.
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Dear tourists! Welcome to Suzhou. We are conducting a survey on tourists’ well-being and physical distance. The questionnaire is filled in
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anonymously and for scientific research purposes only. Please feel free to fill in.
Your valuable opinions will be of great help to the development of the destination. Thank you.
Part I. Basic Information.

1.Your gender: [OMale [JFemale
2.Your age: [0 <18 []18-25 []26-30 []31-40
[J41-50 [J51-60 [] > 60
3.Your education: [JHigh school or under [JJunior college [JUndergraduate [JGraduate and above
4.Your profession: [0 government staff [] enterprise staff

[ education and scientific research personnel
[ self-employed [] retirees [] students
[ others(please identify).

5. Your monthly income(RMB) [ <4000 []4001-6000 [16001-8000
[18001-10,000 []10,001-12,000 [J > 12,000

Part II. Please check the box according to the actual situation of your trip. (1 = very disagree, 7 = very agree, the higher the score, the more you
agree).

1. This travel experience helped me become self-determining and independent.

2. This travel experience helped me have warm, satisfying, and trusting relationships with others.

3. This travel experience helped me possess a positive attitude toward myself.

4. This travel experience helped me feel there is meaning to present and past life.

5.This travel experience helped me develop a lot as a person.

6.This travel experience helped me have a sense of mastery and competence in managing the environment.
7.This travel experience increased my overall life satisfaction.

8.This travel experience contributed to my overall happiness.

Part III. Please answer according to the actual situation of your trip. (1 = very disagree, 7 = very agree, the higher the score, the more you agree).

1.I would like to talk about the trip with the local residents.

2.1 would like to ask the local residents for directions.

3.1 would like to take part in sightseeing activities with local residents.
4.1 would like to take photos with local residents.

5.1 would like to take part in recreational activities with local residents.
6.1 would like to exchange contact information with local residents.

7.1 would like to exchange gifts with local residents.

8.1 would like to talk about family or work with local residents.

Part IV. Please check the box according to the actual situation of your trip. (1 = very disagree, 7 = very agree, the higher the score, the more you
agree).

1.City tourism is very important to me.

2.City tourism is very fun activity.

3.City tourism is the activity that makes me feel most satisfied.
4.City tourism can relax me and clear away the pressure of daily life.
5.When I travel, I can fully express myself.

6.When I see other people travel I can discuss it with them.

7.1 feel that travel can help me better understand myself.

8.1 find that my life is closely related to travel.

9.1 like to talk about travel with my friends.

10. I have many friends who travel.

Part V. Please check the box according to the actual situation of your trip. (1 = very disagree, 7 = very agree, the higher the score, the more you
agree).
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1. When I travel, I felt completely in control.

2.1 felt things were under control when I travel.
3.Travel equipment helped me to control everything.
4.1 did not think of other things when I travel.

5.1 totally concentrated when travelling.

6.1 became totally absorbed in travelling.

7.Time seemed to pass quickly when travelling.

8.1 tended to lose track of time when travelling.
9.Travelling made me feel time passed quickly.

Part VL. Please check the box according to the actual situation of your trip.

When travelling, do you mostly comply with the rule of keeping a physical distance of 1 m from others?

Thank you for your participation and wish you a great trip!

References

Adam, M., Werner, D., Wendt, C., & Benlian, A. (2020). Containing COVID-19 through
physical distancing: The impact of real-time crowding information. European Journal
of Information Systems, 29(5), 595-607.

Ahn, J., Back, K., & Boger, C. (2019). Effects of integrated resort experience on
customers’ hedonic and eudaimonic well-being. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism
Research, 43(8), 1225-1255.

Arbuld, I., Razumova, M., Rey-Maquieira, J., & Sastre, F. (2021). Can domestic tourism
relieve the COVID-19 tourist industry crisis? The case of Spain. Journal of Destination
Marketing & Management, 20, Article 100568. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jdmm.2021.100568

Ayazlar, R. A. (2015). Flow phenomenon as a tourist experience in paragliding: A
qualitative research. Procedia Economics and Finance, 26, 792-799.

Bae, S. Y., & Chang, P. J. (2021). The effect of coronavirus disease-19 (COVID-19) risk
perception on behavioural intention towards ‘untact’ tourism in South Korea during
the first wave of the pandemic. Current Issues in Tourism, 24(7), 1017-1035.

Bec, A., Moyle, B., Schaffer, V., & Timms, K. (2021). Virtual reality and mixed reality for
second chance tourism. Tourism Management, 83, Article 104256. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104256

Bergman, D., Bethell, C., Gombojav, G., Hassink, S., & Stange, K. C. (2020). Physical
distancing with social connectedness. Annals of Family Medicine, 18(3), 1-2.

Bhalla, R., Chowdhary, N., & Ranjan, A. (2021). Spiritual tourism for psychotherapeutic
healing post COVID-19. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 38(8), 769-781.
Carden, S. W., Holtzman, N. S., & Strube, M. J. (2017). CAHOST: An excel workbook for
facilitating the Johnson-Neyman technique for two-way interactions in multiple

regression. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, 1293.

Carneiro, M. J., & Eusebio, C. (2015). Host-tourist interaction and impact of tourism on
residents’ quality of life. Tourism & Management Studies, 11(1), 25-34.

Cater, C., Albayrak, T., Caber, M., & Taylor, S. (2021). Flow, satisfaction and storytelling:
A causal relationship? Evidence from scuba diving in Turkey. Current Issues in
Tourism, 24(12), 1749-1767.

Chang, H. H. (2016). Gender differences in leisure involvement and flow experience in
professional extreme sport activities. World Leisure Journal, 59(2), 124-139.

Chen, C. C. (2020). Psychological tolls of COVID-19 on industry employees. Annals of
Tourism Research, 89, Article 103080. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
annals.2020.103080

Chen, R., & Zhou, Z. (2018). Influence of authenticity perception of culture tourism on
tourists’ loyalty:The mediating effects of tourists’ well-being. Journal of Business
Economics, 1, 61-74.

Chen, X., Zhang, J., & Zhang, H. (2017). Relationship between tourists’ motivation ,
contact intention, and experience quality in sightseeing destination: The case of
mount Sanqingshan national park. Progress in Geography GHI2RISF# &), 36(11),
1391-1401.

Cheng, T. M., Hung, S. H., & Chen, M. T. (2016). The influence of leisure involvement on
flow experience during hiking activity: Using psychological commitment as a
mediate variable. Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research, 21(1), 1-19.

Cheng, T. M., & Lu, C. C. (2015). The causal relationships among recreational
involvement, flow experience, and well-being for surfing activities. Asia Pacific
Journal of Tourism Research, 20(supl), 1486-1504.

Cheung, H., Takashima, M., Choi, H., Yang, H., & Tung, V. (2021). The impact of COVID-
19 pandemic on the psychological needs of tourists: Implications for the travel and
tourism industry. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 38(2), 155-166.

Chin, W. W., Peterson, R. A., & Brown, P. S. (2008). Structural equation modelling in
marketing: Some practical reminders. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, 16(4),
287-298.

Chu, D. K., Duda, S., Solo, K., & Schunemann, Y. H. (2020). Physical distancing, face
masks, and eye protection to prevent person-to-person transmission of SARS-CoV-2

11

and COVID-19: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Journal of Vascular Surgery,
72(4), 1500.

Consumer Weekly. (2021). Report of Suzhou culture and tourism construction in 2020.
Retrieved from https://i.xpaper.net/szishow/news/5576,/33883/167926-1.shtml.

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1975). Beyond boredom and anxiety. San Francisca: Jossey-Bass.

Cudjoe, T. K. M., & Kotwal, A. A. (2020). Social distancing amidst a crisis in social
isolation and loneliness. Journal of the American Geriatrics Society, 68(6), E27-E29.

Dawson, J. F. (2014). Moderation in management research: What, why, when, and how.
Journal of Business and Psychology, 29, 1-19.

Dawson, J. F., & Richter, A. W. (2006). Probing three-way interactions in moderated
multiple regression: Development and application of a slope difference test. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 91, 917-926.

Fan, D. X. F., Qiu, H., Jenkins, C. L., & Lau, C. (2020). Towards a better tourist-host
relationship: The role of social contact between tourists’ perceived cultural distance
and travel attitude. Journal of Sustainable Tourism. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09669582.2020.1783275

Filep, S. (2014). Moving beyond subjective well-being: A tourism critique. Journal of
Hospitality and Tourism Research, 38(2), 266-274.

Fornell, C., & Bookstein, F. (1982). Two structural equation models: LISREL and PLS
applied to consumer exit- voice theory. Journal of Marketing Research, 19(4),
440-452.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with
unobservable variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1),
39-50.

Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver bullet. Journal
of Marketing Theory & Practice, 19(2), 139-152.

Hair, J. F., Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C. M., & Mena, J. A. (2012). An assessment of the use of
partial least squares structural equation modeling in marketing research. Journal of
the Academy of Marketing Science, 40(3), 414-433.

Hall, E. T. (1963). A system for the notation of proxemic behavior. American
Anthropologist, 65, 1003-1026.

Hall, E. T. (1966). The hidden dimension. New York: Doubleday.

Hang, H., Aroean, L., & Chen, Z. (2020). Building emotional attachment during COVID-
19. Annals of Tourism Research, 83(103006). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
annals.2020.103006

Hassan, S. B., & Soliman, M. (2021). COVID-19 and repeat visitation: Assessing the role
of destination social responsibility, destination reputation, holidaymakers’ trust and
fear arousal. Journal of Destination Marketing & Management, 19, Article 100495.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2020.100495

He, X., Su, L., & Swanson, S. R. (2020). The service quality to subjective well-being of
Chinese tourists connection: A model with replications. Current Issues in Tourism, 23
(16), 2076-2092.

Henseler, J. (2010). On the convergence of the partial least squares path modeling
algorithm. Computational Statistics, 25(1), 107-120.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing
discriminant validity in variance-based structural equation modeling. Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, 43, 115-135.

Hsu, C. L., Wu, C. C., Chen, M. C., & Chang, K. C. (2012). Formation of e-satisfaction and
e-loyalty: An extension of technology acceptance model with perceived quality and
flow experience. Journal of Quality, 19(1), 61-84.

Hu, C. (2013). A study of “immediacy” in nonverbal communication. Journal of Ningbo
University(Liberal arts edition), 26(6), 123-128.

Im, J., Kim, J., & Choeh, J. Y. (2021). COVID-19, social distancing, and risk-averse
actions of hospitality and tourism consumers: A case of South Korea. Journal of
Destination Marketing & Management, 20(3), 100566. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jdmm.2021.100566


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2021.100568
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2021.100568
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104256
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104256
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0060
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2020.103080
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2020.103080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0100
https://i.xpaper.net/szishow/news/5576/33883/167926-1.shtml
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0125
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1783275
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2020.1783275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0165
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2020.103006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2020.103006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2020.100495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0200
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2021.100566
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2021.100566

J. Sun and Y. Guo

James, E., & Kearns, R. (2020). Linking therapeutic (is)landscapes, experiences of
digitality and the quest for wellbeing. Wellbeing, Space and Society, 1, Article 100010.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wss.2020.100010

Jang, S., Kim, J., Kim, J., & Kim, S. (2021). Spatial and experimental analysis of peer-to-
peer accommodation consumption during COVID-19. Journal of Destination
Marketing & Management, 20, 10563. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2021.100563

Kaushal, V., & Srivastava, S. (2021). Hospitality and tourism industry amid covid-19
pandemic: Perspectives on challenges and learnings from India. International Journal
of Hospitality Management, 92, Article 102707. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijhm.2020.102707

Ketter, E., & Avraham, E. (2021). #StayHome today so we can #TravelTomorrow:
Tourism destinations’ digital marketing strategies during the Covid-19 pandemic.
Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 38(8), 819-832.

Khan, A., Bibi, S., Lyu, J., Raza, A., & Meo, M. S. (2020). Unraveling the nexuses of
tourism, terrorism, and well-being: Evidence from Pakistan. Journal of Hospitality and
Tourism Research, 44(6), 974-1001.

Kim, B., & Yang, X. (2021). “I'm here for recovery”: The eudaimonic wellness
experiences at the Le Monastere des Augustines wellness hotel. Journal of Travel &
Tourism Marketing, 38(8), 802-818.

Kim, H. C., Chua, B. L., Lee, S., Boo, H. C., & Han, H. (2016). Understanding airline
Travelers’ perceptions of well-being: The role of cognition, emotion, and sensory
experiences in airline lounges. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 33(9),
1213-1234.

Kim, M., & Thapa, B. (2018). Perceived value and flow experience: Application in a
nature-based tourism context. Journal of Destination Marketing & Management, 8,
373-384.

Kim, M. J., Lee, C.-K., & Preis, M. W. (2020). The impact of innovation and gratification
on authentic experience, subjective well-being, and behavioral intention in tourism
virtual reality: The moderating role of technology readiness. Telematics and
Infomatics, 49(C). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.101349

Kim, Y. J., & Kang, S. W. (2021). Perceived crowding and risk perception according to
leisure activity type during COVID-19 using spatial proximity. International Journal
of Environmental Research and Public Health, 18(2), 457.

Lee, A. (2016). The effect of social networking Sites’ activities on Customers’ well-being.
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Research, 42(7), 1086-1105.

Li, F., & Wang, B. (2020). Social contact theory and attitude change through tourism:
Researching Chinese visitors to North Korea. Tourism Management Perspectives, 36
(10), Article 100743. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100743

Li, T. E., & Chan, E. T. H. (2017). Diaspora tourism and well-being: A eudaimonic view.
Annals of Tourism Research, 63, 205-206.

Li, Z., Zhang, S., Liu, X., Kozak, M., & Wen, J. (2020). Seeing the invisible hand:
Underlying effects of COVID-19 on tourists’ behavioral patterns. Journal of
Destination Marketing & Management, 18(100502). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jdmm.2020.100502

Liberman, N., Trope, Y., & Stephan, E. (2007). Psychological distance. Social Psychology:
Handbook of Basic Principles, 2, 353-383.

Lin, C. H. (2012). Effects of cuisine experience, psychological well-being, and self-health
perception on the revisit intention of hot springs tourists. Journal of Hospitality and
Tourism Research, 38(2), 243-265.

Lin, H. C,, Chen, K. Y., & Kuo, K. P. (2014). Relationship between leisure involvement
and subjective well-being : Moderating effect of spousal support. South African
Journal for Research in Sport Physical Education & Recreation, 36(1), 131-146.

Lin, Y., Kerstetter, D., Nawijn, J., & Mitas, O. (2014). Changes in emotions and their
interactions with personality in a vacation context. Tourism Management, 40(2),
416-424.

Luo, Y., Lanlung, C., Kim, E., Tang, L. R., & Song, S. M. (2018). Towards quality of life:
The effects of the wellness tourism experience. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing,
35(4), 410-424.

Magano, J., Vidal, D. G., Sousa, H. F. P., Dinis, M. A. P., & Leite, A. (2021). Validation
and psychometric properties of the portuguese version of the coronavirus anxiety
scale (CAS) and fear of COVID-19 scale (FCV-19S) and associations with travel,
tourism and hospitality. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public
Health, 18(2), 427.

Mannell, R. C., & Iso-Ahola, S. E. (1987). Psychological nature of leisure and tourism
experience. Annals of Tourism Research, 14, 314-331.

de Matos, N. M. S., S4, E. S., & Duarte, P. A. O. (2021). A review and extension of the flow
experience concept. Insights and directions for Tourism research. Tourism
Management Perspectives, 38, 100802. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2021.100802

Matteucci, X., & Filep, S. (2017). Eudaimonic tourist experiences: The case of flamenco.
Leisure Studies, 36(1), 39-52.

McCabe, S., & Johnson, S. (2013). The happiness factor in tourism: Subjective well-being
and social tourism. Annals of Tourism Research, 41, 42-65.

Mclntyre, N., & Pigram, J. J. (1992). Recreation specialization reexamined: The case of
vehicle-based campers. Leisure Sciences, 14(1), 3-15.

Miao, M., Zheng, L., Wen, J., Jin, S., & Gan, Y. Q. (2022). Coping with coronavirus
disease 2019: relationships between coping strategies, benefit finding and well-
being. Stress and Health, 38(1), 47-56.

Milman, A. (1998). The impact of tourism and travel experience on senior travelers’
psychological well-being. Journal of Travel Research, 37(2), 166-170.

Moon, H. G., Lho, H. L., & Han, H. (2021). Self-check-in kiosk quality and airline non-
contact service maximization: How to win air traveler satisfaction and loyalty in the
post-pandemic world? Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 38(4), 383-398.

Nawijn, J., & Fricke, M. C. (2013). Visitor emotions and behavioral intentions: The case
of concentration camp memorial neuengamme. International Journal of Tourism
Research, 17(3), 221-228.

12

Tourism Management Perspectives 44 (2022) 101029

Page-Gould, E., Mendoza-Denton, R., & Tropp, L. R. (2008). With a little help from my
cross-group friend: Reducing anxiety in intergroup contexts through cross-group
friendship. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(5), 1080-1094.

Pan, S. L., Wu, H. C., Morrison, A. M., Huang, M. T., & Huang, W. S. (2018). The
relationships among leisure involvement, organizational commitment and well-
being: Viewpoints from sport fans in Asia. Sustainability, 10(3), 1-18.

Pearce, P. L., & Lee, U. L. (2005). Developing the travel career approach to tourist
motivation. Journal of Travel Research, 43(3), 226-237.

Pikkemaat, B., Bichler, B. F., & Peters, M. (2020). Exploring the crowding-satisfaction
relationship of skiers: The role of social behavior and experiences. Journal of Travel &
Tourism Marketing, 37(8-9), 902-916.

Pizam, A., Uriely, N., & Reichel, A. (2000). The intensity of tourist-host social
relationship and its effects on satisfaction and change of attitudes: The case of
working tourists in Israel. Tourism Management, 21(4), 395-406.

Pomfret, G. (2021). Family adventure tourism: Towards hedonic and eudaimonic
wellbeing. Tourism Management Perspectives, 39(100852). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tmp.2021.100852

Pratt, S., McCabe, S., & Movono, A. (2016). Gross happiness of a ‘tourism’ village in Fiji.
Journal of Destination Marketing & Management, 5(1), 26-35.

Rahmani, K., Gnoth, J., & Mather, D. (2018). Hedonic and eudaimonic well-being: A
psycholinguistic view. Tourism Management, 69(12), 155-166.

Raki, A., Nayer, D., Nazifi, A., Alexander, M., & Seyfi, S. (2021). Tourism recovery
strategies during major crises: The role of proactivity. Annals of Tourism Research, 90
(103144). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2021.103144

Rather, R. A. (2021). Demystifying the effects of perceived risk and fear on customer
engagement, co-creation and revisit intention during COVID-19: A protection
motivation theory approach. Journal of Destination Marketing & Management, 20
(100564). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2021.100564

Ringle, C. M., Sarstedt, M., & Straub, D. W. (2012). A critical look at the use of PLS- SEM
in MIS- quarterly. MIS Quarterly, 36(1), 3-14.

Sheldon, P. J. (2020). Designing tourism experiences for inner transformation. Annals of
Tourism Research, 83, Article 102935. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
annals.2020.102935

Sirgy, M. J. (2019). Promoting quality-of-life and well-being research in hospitality and
tourism. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 36(1), 1-13.

Sirgy, M. J., Gao, T., & Young, R. F. (2008). How does residents’ satisfaction with
community services influence quality of life(QOL) outcomes? Applied Research in
Quality of Life, 3(2), 81-105.

Smith, M. K., & Diekmann, A. (2017). Tourism and wellbeing. Annals of Tourism Research,
66(9), 1-13.

Steyn, S., Saayman, M., & Nienaber, A. (2004). The impact of tourist and travel activities
on facets of psychological well-being. South African Journal for Research in Sport
Physical Education & Recreation, 26(1), 680-687.

Su, D. N., Nguyen, N. A. N., Nguyen, Q. N. T., & Tran, T. P. (2020). The link between
travel motivation and satisfaction towards a heritage destination: The role of visitor
engagement, visitor experience and heritage destination image. Tourism Management
Perspectives, 34, 100634. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100634

Su, L., Huang, S. S., & Chen, X. (2015). Effects of service fairness and service quality on
tourists’ behavioral intentions and subjective well-being. Journal of Travel & Tourism
Marketing, 32(4), 290-307.

Su, L., Swanson, R. S., & Chen, X. (2016). The effects of perceived service quality on
purchase intentions and subjective wellbeing: The mediating role of relationship
quality. Tourism Management, 53, 82-95.

Suzhou Department of Statistics. (2020). Statistical bulletin of national economic and
social development of Suzhou in 2019. Retrieved from http://www.suzhou.gov.cn/
szsrmzf/tjxx3/202006/e941efbd2a484546b828075691d04449.shtml.

Tan, K. L., Sim, A., Chai, D., & Beck, L. (2020). Participant well-being and local festivals:
The case of the Miri country music festival, Malaysia. International Journal of Event
and Festival Management, 11(4), 433-451.

Tenenhaus, M., Vinzi, V. E., Chatelin, Y. M., & Lauro, C. (2005). PLS path modeling.
Computational Statistics & Data Analysis, 48(1), 159-205.

Thal, K. I., & Hudson, S. (2017). A conceptual model of wellness destination
characteristics that contribute to psychological well-being. Journal of Hospitality and
Tourism Research, 43(1), 41-57.

Thatcher, J. B., & Perrewe, P. L. (2002). An empirical examination of individual traits as
antecedents to computer anxiety and computer self-efficacy. MIS Quarterly, 26,
381-396.

Tsaur, S. H., Yen, C. H., & Hsiao, S. L. (2013). Transcendent experience, flow and
happiness for mountain climbers. International Journal of Tourism Research, 15(4),
360-374.

Tung, V. W. S., Tse, S., & Chan, D. C. F. (2021). Host-guest relations and destination
image: Compensatory effects, impression management, and implications for tourism
recovery. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 38(1), 1-12.

Tuzovic, S., Kabadayi, S., & Paluch, S. (2021). To dine or not to dine? Collective
wellbeing in hospitality in the COVID-19 era. International Journal of Hospitality
Management, 95(4), 102892. https://doi.org/10.1016/].ijhm.2021.102892

Ugur, N. G., & Akbiyik, A. (2020). Impacts of COVID-19 on global tourism industry: a
cross-regional comparison. Tourism Management Perspectives, 36(100744). https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100744

Uriely, N., & Reichel, A. (2000). Working tourists and their attitudes to hosts. Annals of
Tourism Research, 27(2), 267-283.

Uysal, M., Sirgy, M. J., Woo, E., & Kim, H. (2016). Quality of life (QOL) and well-being
research in tourism. Tourism Management, 53, 244-261.

Vada, S., Prentice, C., & Hsiao, A. (2019). The influence of tourism experience and well-
being on place attachment. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 47(3),
322-330.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wss.2020.100010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2021.100563
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102707
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102707
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0245
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.101349
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0260
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100743
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0270
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2020.100502
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2020.100502
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0310
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2021.100802
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0375
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2021.100852
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2021.100852
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0390
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2021.103144
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2021.100564
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0405
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2020.102935
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2020.102935
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0430
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100634
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0445
http://www.suzhou.gov.cn/szsrmzf/tjxx3/202006/e941efbd2a484546b828075691d04449.shtml
http://www.suzhou.gov.cn/szsrmzf/tjxx3/202006/e941efbd2a484546b828075691d04449.shtml
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0480
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2021.102892
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100744
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100744
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0505

J. Sun and Y. Guo

Vieira, J. B., Pierzchajlo, S. R., & Mitchell, D. G. V. (2020). Neural correlates of social and
non-social personal space intrusions: Role of defensive and peripersonal space
systems in interpersonal distance regulation. Social Neuroscience, 15(1), 36-51.

Wang, L., Hou, Y., & Chen, Z. (2020). Are rich and diverse emotions beneficial? The
impact of emodiversity on tourists’ experiences. Journal of Travel Research, 5, 1-19.

Wei, S., & Milman, A. (2002). The impact of participation in activities while on vacation
on seniors’ psychological well-being: A path model application. Journal of Hospitality
and Tourism Research, 26(2), 175-185.

Welsch, R., Wessels, M., Bernhard, C., Thones, S., & Castell, C. (2021). Physical
distancing and the perception of interpersonal distance in the COVID-19 crisis.
Scientific Reports, 11, 11485. https://doi.org/10.1038/541598-021-90714-5

Wetzels, M., Odekerken, S. G., & Van, O. C. (2009). Using PLS path modeling for
assessing hierarchical construct models: Guidelines and empirical illustration. MIS
Quarterly, 33(1), 177-195.

Won, A. S., Shriram, K., & Tamir, D. 1. (2018). Social distance increases perceived
physical distance. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 9(3), 372-380.

World Health Organization. (2021). Experts and gamers join forces to fight COVID-19
and stop future disease outbreaks via Plague Inc: The Cure. Retrieved on 30/3/2021
from https://www.who.int/news-room/feature-stories/detail/experts-and-gamers-
join-forces-to-fight-covid-19-and-stop-future-disease-outbreaks-via-plague-inc-the-c
ure.

Wu, C. H. J., & Liang, R. D. (2011). The relationship between white-water rafting
experience formation and customer reaction: A flow theory perspective. Tourism
Management, 32(2), 317-325.

Yen, C. H,, Tsaur, S. H., & Tsai, C. H. (2021). Destination safety climate: Scale
development and validation. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 38(3), 303-315.

Yu, W., Zhang, P., & Li, X. (2019). The well-being enhancement effect of tourism: A piece
of empirical evidence by CGSS2015. Tourism Science(hfihEF+), 33(1), 71-83.

Yu, X., Zheng, Y. J., Su, X. F., & Zheng, Q. J. (2020). A study on the correlation among
social interaction, career self-efficacy and well-being of employees in rural tourism.
Revista De Cercetare Si Interventie Sociala, 70, 31-41.

Zhang, C. X., Wang, L., & Rickly, J. M. (2021). Non-interaction and identity change in
Covid-19 tourism. Annals of Tourism Research, 89(103211). https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.annals.2021.103211

Zhang, J., Pantula, S. G., & Boos, D. D. (1991). Robust methods for testing the pattern of
a single covariance matrix. Biometrika, 78(4), 787-795.

Zhang, X., & Bai, C. (2018). Hedonism or Eudaemonism? A review of changes in Tourists’
well-being research internationally. Tourism Tribune(FiFEFT!), 33(9), 132-144.
Zhang, X., Liu, M., & Bai, C. (2020). Research on the elements of tourists’ well-being from

a naturalism perspective. Tourism Tribune(§iF3F!), 35(5), 37-51.

13

Tourism Management Perspectives 44 (2022) 101029

Zhang, Y., Wong, L. A., Cheng, J., Yu, X., & Chen, X. (2019). The influence of
multidimensional deconstruction of stressors on enhancing urban residents” well-
being: From the perspective of rural tourism and leisure involvement. Geographical
Research(#132H3%), 38(4), 971-987.

Zhao, Y. Z., Cui, X. T, & Guo, Y. R. (2022). Residents’ engagement behavior in
destination branding. Sustainability, 14(10), 1-15.

Dr. Jiaojiao Sun is an associate professor in the School of
Business, Suzhou University of Science and Technology, she is
currently taking a postdoc position in the Postdoctoral Station
of Business Administration at Fudan University. Her research
interest focuses on tourism anthropology and tourist culture.

Professor. Yingzhi Guo is Professor in the Department of
Tourism at Fudan University. Prof. Guo’s research interest fo-
cuses on tourism planning and tourism marketing.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0520
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-90714-5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0535
https://www.who.int/news-room/feature-stories/detail/experts-and-gamers-join-forces-to-fight-covid-19-and-stop-future-disease-outbreaks-via-plague-inc-the-cure
https://www.who.int/news-room/feature-stories/detail/experts-and-gamers-join-forces-to-fight-covid-19-and-stop-future-disease-outbreaks-via-plague-inc-the-cure
https://www.who.int/news-room/feature-stories/detail/experts-and-gamers-join-forces-to-fight-covid-19-and-stop-future-disease-outbreaks-via-plague-inc-the-cure
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0560
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0560
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0560
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2021.103211
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2021.103211
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0590
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2211-9736(22)00094-0/rf0590

	Influence of tourists’ well-being in the post-COVID-19 era: Moderating effect of physical distancing
	1 Introduction
	2 Literature review
	2.1 From subjective well-being to eudaimonic and hedonic well-being
	2.2 Behavior change related to well-being in the post-COVID-19 era

	3 Hypothesis development
	4 Material and methods
	4.1 Study case and research method
	4.2 Measures

	5 Results
	5.1 Analysis of measurement model
	5.2 Structural model analysis

	6 Discussion and conclusions
	6.1 Theoretical conclusions and discussions
	6.2 Practical implications

	7 Limitations
	Submission declaration and verification
	Author contributions
	Funding
	Declaration of Competing Interest
	Acknowledgement
	Appendix A Research instrument
	References


