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Vujičić, M.D.; Morrison, A.M.;

Kennell, J. What Shapes Activity

Preferences? The Role of Tourist

Personality, Destination Personality

and Destination Image: Evidence

from Serbia. Sustainability 2022, 14,

1803. https://doi.org/10.3390/

su14031803

Academic Editor: Andrea Pérez

Received: 5 January 2022

Accepted: 1 February 2022

Published: 4 February 2022

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2022 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

sustainability

Article

What Shapes Activity Preferences? The Role of Tourist
Personality, Destination Personality and Destination Image:
Evidence from Serbia
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Abstract: Understanding activity preferences and their antecedents is essential for creating personal-
ized tourism offers and effective destination marketing, vital components of a sustainable tourism
destination. Previous studies have provided insights into tourist behavior and activity choices, but
without research on activity preferences and their relationship with perceptions of destinations. The
literature still lacks an integrative model exploring the antecedents of activity preferences, including
tourist characteristics, destination personality, and destination image, and explaining the nature of
the relationships between them. This research proposes and tests a structural model of individual
characteristics, destination image, destination personality, and activity preferences. A survey was
conducted on a sample of 502 visitors to The Trail of Roman Emperors in Serbia. The results con-
firmed the influence of personality (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness)
and destination personality (sincerity and ruggedness) on activity preferences. Additionally, the
model revealed the significant influence of individual characteristics on perceptions of destination
personality and image. Managerial implications were given in light of the importance of this research
for destination branding that will support long-term destination sustainability.

Keywords: destination personality; destination image; individual characteristics; activity preferences;
tourist behavior

1. Introduction

The choices of, and preferences for, activities during vacations, are an important aspect
of tourist behavior. They influence tourists’ experiences, their levels of satisfaction and
their happiness with particular destinations [1]. For this reason, activities are a critical
focus for planning and decision-making, and for managing tourism products, services and
experiences [2] in ways that help to ensure the long-term sustainability of destinations [3].

The concept of sustainability is essential for successful destination branding [4]. Bal-
ancing the competing priorities of sustainability and increasing the economic value of
tourism is a key challenge facing Destination Management Organizations (DMO) [5,6]. Un-
derstanding activity preferences and their antecedents is also vital for creating personalized
tourism offers [2,7] and as a basis for effective marketing campaigns [8]. which can help to
support the sustainability of destinations.

People’s choices and preferences are changing towards more novel experiential and
participatory activities that provide escape from daily routines [9]. Thus, activities at the
destination are a crucial consideration in positioning and creating destination brands [9].
The destination included in this research is the cultural route The Trail of Roman Emperors
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in Serbia, which consists of nine Roman heritage sites. The destination offers a variety of
tourist activities, both passive and interactive, at different locations and attractions [10], so
it was considered convenient to study antecedents of tourists’ activity preference.

Destination personality and image, although well researched, remain popular topics
in the tourism literature [11–16]. Previous research sheds light on how these constructs
influence tourist behavior in general—particularly in explaining the influence of destination
personality [17–20], destination image [21–25], and tourists’ individual characteristics on
destination image and destination personality [8,16,23,26–30]. However, activity prefer-
ences have not been sufficiently explored in previous studies.

Therefore, the principal aim of this research is to construct and test a structural
equation model of individual characteristics, destination image, destination personality,
and activity preferences. This study contributes to theory by addressing three important
research questions (RQ):

RQ1. How do tourists’ individual characteristics influence their perceptions of desti-
nation image and personality?

RQ2. How do tourists’ individual characteristics influence their activity preferences
at destinations?

RQ3. How do tourists’ perceptions of destination image and personality influence
their activity preferences at destinations?

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development
2.1. Travel Destination Personality

Destination positioning based on functional attributes makes destinations easily in-
terchangeable. Because of this, researchers suggest that destination personality should
be used to craft a destination brand, unique identity and marketing campaigns, which
highlight unique destination personalities (attributing human traits to destinations) [26].

A brand personality is defined as “a set of human characteristics that can be associated
with a brand” [31] (p. 347). The most popular general scale for measuring brand personality
is the BPS (Brand Personality Scale) developed by Jennifer Aaker [31]. This scale is based
on the Big Five model for measuring personality and consists of 42 items measuring five
basic dimensions: Honesty, Excitement, Competence, Sophistication, and Ruggedness.
Azoulay and Kapferer [32] argued that the BPS does not measure brand personality but
dimensions of brand identity, with personality as one segment of that identity, deeming it
imprecise [32]. Thus, several researchers [31,33,34] have provided modifications, based on
which alternative scales have been offered.

Accordingly, many researchers have used the BPS to explore tourism destinations as
brands, but normally in a modified form. Ekinci and Hosany [26] were the first to apply a
shortened BPS to destination personality assessment, identifying three dimensions inherent
in destinations: ordinariness, excitement, and sociability [26,34,35]. Similarly, many au-
thors [36–39] also applied the BPS to various destinations and obtained different numbers
of dimensions with quite different factor structures. This indicated that destinations cannot
be described with the same personality traits as for the standardized commerce brands for
which the BPS was developed, but that there is a need for a specific scale to measure desti-
nation personality. This issue was addressed by developing a 24-item travel destination
personality scale (DPS) [40] based on the original five dimensions of Aaker’s [31] model of
brand personality, but with items specifically generated to describe destination personality.
The DPS shows good construct and predictive validity, as well as reliability. This scale was
applied in the current research because of its suitability for describing the specific nature of
travel destinations.

Depending on their own personality traits, tourists may perceive different destination
personalities. There are several studies comparing consumer and product brand person-
alities [41–45] suggesting consumers choose products whose personality is more suited
to their own personality traits. Previous studies also indicate the relationship between
self-congruity and destination personality [19,46–50], as well as the importance of similarity
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between tourist and destination personality [28]. Although, up to now, there has been no
research on the relationship between tourist personality measured by the Big Five Inventory
and destination personality, it is expected that the personality of tourists will influence how
they perceive destination personality.

Based on this, the first hypothesis was stated as:

Hypothesis 1a (H1a). Tourist personality influences their destination personality perceptions.

Previous research [16,29,30,51] indicates some differences in destination personality
perception between respondents of different sociodemographic characteristics, especially
of different nationality. The literature also highlights the importance of sociodemographic
characteristics (such as gender and race) as a moderator of the relationship between brand
personality and consumer satisfaction [52], while specifically, the study by Awad [53]
emphasizes the impacts of age, income, and education. Additionally, Jovanovic [51]
revealed that men perceive urban destinations as more honest than women, while educated
respondents perceive destinations as less exciting. When it comes to mountain destinations,
Jovanovic [51] points out that age has a negative effect on the perception of excitement. It
is expected that the sociodemographic profile of a person will influence how that person
perceives the personality of a given destination and hence:

Hypothesis 1b (H1b). Sociodemographic characteristics influence destination personality perceptions.

2.2. Destination Image

Image is defined in different ways in various fields of study [54–57]. One of the
most cited definitions was given by Crompton [58] (p.18), who defined an image as “the
sum of beliefs, ideas and impressions that tourists have about a particular destination”.
Additionally, several authors define the image of a destination as a set of impressions
tourists have about a place [59,60].

In exploring the structure of destination image, there are two main streams in academia:
the traditional one, which argues that image consists of one cognitive dimension [61] and
the contemporary one, which advocates that the nature of image can be better explained
through two dimensions—cognitive and affective [62]. A cognitive component means
the knowledge and belief that a person has about the attributes and characteristics of an
object or a place [63,64]. The affective component represents the emotions and feelings an
individual has about that object/place [57].

More recent work has shown that the nature of image can be better explained by
considering both dimensions because image does not consist solely of physical attributes
and destination characteristics [54,55]. Some authors consider that there is a third dimen-
sion [56,63]—a conative image related to the behavioral aspect (i.e., intention to visit a
destination, return to a destination, or recommend it to other people). In this research, the
emphasis was on cognitive and affective images because a general consensus has been
reached in the tourism literature that destination image is most often measured through
these two components. Some previous studies [34,65–68] have addressed the link between
image and destination personality, indicating that image has a positive influence on the
formation of destination personality. On balance, the literature shows that image is an
important antecedent of destination personality because a positive image contributes to the
creation of strong and attractive characteristics of a particular destination. Based on this,
hypothesis 2 was:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Destination image positively influences destination personality.

Furthermore, there are some studies that highlight the relationship between destina-
tion image and tourists’ individual characteristics. Chon [69] suggested that the greater the
correspondence between a tourist’s self-image and destination image, the greater the satis-
faction of a given destination will be. Beerli and Martin [70] also pointed out that personal
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factors influence destination image, which refers to the sociodemographic characteristics
of tourists as well as the psychological ones. They claimed that these factors affect the
cognitive organization of perceptions and, therefore, the image perception. On this basis, it
is expected that the personality of the respondents will influence how they perceive the
image of a particular destination:

Hypothesis 3a (H3a). Tourist personality influences a positive destination image.

Many authors have so far demonstrated the influence of sociodemographic character-
istics (gender, age, education, social status, marital status, occupation, income) on image
perceptions [30,54,55,70–74]. Therefore, it is also believed that certain sociodemographic
characteristics of tourists determine their destination image perception:

Hypothesis 3b (H3b). Sociodemographic characteristics of tourists influence their destination
image perception.

2.3. Activity Preferences

One of the greatest challenges for tourism managers today is in understanding tourist
behavioral patterns, as these help in predicting future sources of revenue and establishing
communication channels to attract potential visitors to specific destinations [75]. Therefore,
researchers also show considerable interest in tourist behavior [75–78].

Tourist behavior is the sum of all visible activities of the individual and the mental
processes that result from social interaction [79]. According to Becken and Simmons [80],
all activities of tourists are understood as behaviors that can take three forms: visiting at-
tractions (i.e., visiting and sightseeing galleries, museums, squares, etc.), entertainment (i.e.,
going to cafés, shopping, concerts, etc.), and physical activity (i.e., sports and recreation).

It is widely accepted that destination image has a significant influence on the behavior
of tourists before, during and after visits. According to Ozdemir [81], the influence of
destination image is not only manifested in the choice of destination, but also in the
behavior of tourists in general. Most studies conducted so far have focused on the impact
of image on pre-travel behavior [15,82], while its impact during travel (at the destination)
is a relatively neglected aspect of research. Chen and Tsai [22], showed that destination
image had a significant effect on behavior (i.e., likeliness to revisit and willingness to
recommend). Güçer [83], suggested that destination image impacts tourist behavior in
the decision-making process, as well as after decisionmaking (during and after the visit:
participation in activities, satisfaction, re-visit, and intention to recommend the destination
to others). There are also several studies that confirm the impact of image on tourist
behavior [22,23,69,84–86], but in terms of the intention to revisit and to recommend to
friends, while the specific behavior at the destination was not explored. Therefore, it
is necessary to investigate the influence of image on tourist behavior at the destination,
including activity preferences, and the fourth hypothesis was as follows:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Destination image positively influences tourist activity preferences.

Similarly, as brand personality influences consumer behavior, destination personal-
ity also affects tourist behavior. Although previous studies did not directly explore the
relationship between destination personality and activity preferences, destination personal-
ity’s influence on tourist behavior has been confirmed in many previous studies showing
that perceived destination personality traits influence the formation of tourist behavior
patterns [26,36,38,87,88]. For example, in his research, Malhotra [87], concluded that a well-
established destination personality influences tourist preferences. Usakli and Baloglu [38],
concluded that destination personality dimensions have a strong positive impact on return
intentions and willingness to recommend the destination to others. Ekinci and Hosany [26],
found that destination personality influences tourist behavior, especially behavior during
decision making. In their study concerning the impact of destination personality on tourist
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behavior, Lee and Xie [8], came to the insight that sophistication and competence have the
greatest impact on behavior, especially on the willingness to pay more and recommend the
destination to friends. According to Kim and Stepchenkova [29], destination personality
may be a significant indicator of tourist behavior, but this concept is insufficiently investi-
gated in the tourism literature. Moreover, a study conducted by Jovanovic [51], confirmed
that the perception of destination personality influenced tourists’ choice of activities. In
addition, previous studies clearly indicate that a distinctive destination personality can
influence travelers’ attitudes [88], and their preferences [89]. Therefore, hypothesis 5 was:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Destination personality perception influences tourist activity preferences.

Research has also explored the influence of individual characteristics on activity
preferences. Tourist personality is expected to influence activity preferences at destinations.
Although the influence of individual characteristics has not been analyzed in the context of
activity preferences, the expectation of a positive influence is based on the fact that many
authors have demonstrated the influence of tourist personality on behavior [15,16,90–92],
with some authors clearly highlighting the influence of tourist personality on tourists’
choice of activities [93–95]. It should also be noted that the Big Five model has not been
widely used so far for tourists, but rather, simplified psychographic models have been
applied [96]. Based on this, hypothesis 6 was:

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Tourist personality influences tourist activity preferences.

Several studies also highlight the direct impact of sociodemographic characteristics on
tourist behavior [16,97]. Lu and Pas [98] found a significant impact of sociodemographic
variables (gender, age, occupation) on participation in destination activities and tourist be-
havior. Their research was later confirmed by many studies [17,18] that have demonstrated
the impact of these variables on tourist behavior. Additionally, Jovanovic [51] confirmed the
dominant influence of sociodemographic characteristics on destination activity selection, as
marital status and place of growing up have proven to be relevant predictors of entertain-
ment choices and attraction visits. On this basis, it can be expected that sociodemographic
characteristics influence the selection and participation in destination activities; thus, the
seventh hypothesis was:

Hypothesis 7 (H7). Sociodemographic characteristics influence the tourist activity preferences.

Figure 1 shows the expected relationships between variables and the seven hypotheses.
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3. Methods
3.1. Study Sample

Participants in the survey were domestic tourists who had visited at least one site from
the cultural route The Trail of Roman Emperors in Serbia. This cultural route is spread over
600 km and encompasses nine Roman heritage sites. A total of 550 questionnaires were
distributed, of which 502 were validly completed, while 48 questionnaires were omitted
from the statistical analyses due to large amounts of missing data (over 5%). The sampling
method used in this study is convenient sampling as well as snowball sampling technique,
as respondents who were reached online were asked to send a survey to other people who
have visited the cultural route The Trail of Roman Emperors in Serbia.

3.2. Instrument

The questionnaire consisted of five parts. The first part included sociodemographic
characteristics of the respondents (gender, age, education, employment status, income,
marital status). The second part measured the cognitive and affective images of the last
site along the cultural route the respondents visited. Scales developed by Echtner and
Richie [99] and Gallarza et al. [59] were used as the basis for measuring cognitive image.
However, the items of these scales were slightly modified to describe the cultural route as
the specific tourist destination, since some of the original items did not fit the cultural route
(such as water activities, winter sports, nightlife, etc.). The experts, having knowledge of
the specificities of the cultural route, suggested modification of the items, which was later
reviewed by the authors. The experts (faculty professors of tourism and employed tourist
workers on the cultural route) suggested which items should be kept or dropped and which
ones should be modified so that they measured the cognitive image of the cultural route.
The scale’s reliability was than tested and confirmed. As a result, a scale containing 32 items
was constructed and evaluated by respondents on a five-point Likert scale. Russell’s [100]
bipolar pairs (exciting–depressing, interesting–boring, pleasant–uncomfortable, useful–
harmful, and favorable–unfavorable) were used to measure affective image, on semantic
differential scales (from −2 to +2) [101]. Russell’s bipolar pairs have been used in many
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tourism studies [15,102,103] to measure affective destination image, and proved to be a
valid measure, so we applied it also in this research.

The third part of the questionnaire measured the personality of the respondents. As
the original BPS model was developed based on Big Five Theory, this research used the
same theory to test the relationships between tourist personality and destination person-
ality. The scale used in this paper is the Big Five Inventory (BFI), a 44-item questionnaire
developed by John, Donahue, and Kentle [96]. This instrument was used as it is one of
the most cited Big Five personality questionnaires that proved to be reliable and valid
for measuring human personality. The five model consists of the following five factors:
Conscientiousness (responsible, organized, efficient); Emotional Stability (self-confident,
resilient, well-adjusted), or on the opposite side of the scale: Neuroticism (low confidence,
anxious, often in a bad mood, prone to worry, pessimism);—Extraversion (talkative, ambi-
tious, assertive); Agreeableness (friendly, cooperative, loyal); and Openness to Experience
(curious, imaginative, open-minded) [104].The statements were rated on a five-point Likert
scale (1—strongly disagree; 5—strongly agree).

The fourth part of the questionnaire measured destination personality using the DPS
(Destination Personality Scale) developed by Kovačić et al. [40].The scale consists of five
dimensions which coincide with Aaker’s dimensions of brand personality, with 24 items
generated to describe the specific nature of travel destinations: Excitement: energetic,
funny, lively, dynamic; Sincerity: benevolent, sentimental, open, pleasant, convivial; Com-
petence: reliable, responsible, dedicated, serious, organized, attentive; Sophistication:
smooth, balanced, gentle, charming; and Ruggedness: mysterious, spontaneous, free,
uncontrollable, resistant.

The fifth part of the questionnaire referred to activities at the destination. The respon-
dents were offered a list of activities related to Roman heritage site (based on previous
interviews with site managers and local tourism organizations). They were asked to check
those activities they participated in and then rate their preferences toward those activities
on a five-point Likert scale (1—totally disliked it, 5—I totally liked it).

3.3. Procedure and Data Collection

The survey was conducted using a classic paper-and-pen questionnaire at the sites,
as well as through an online questionnaire (Google Forms). The research included respon-
dents who have visited all nine locations at the cultural route “The Trail of the Roman
Emperors” (there are nine sites on the route and all of them were encompassed by the
study). Respondents completed surveys in person at the following locations: Sirmium,
Singidunum, Viminacium, Romuliana, Median and Justinian Prima. On-site surveys were
not conducted at the Roman sites in the Djerdap Gorge (Pontes, Diana, Trajan’s Bridge
and Board), as there are no visitor centers or employed tourism workers at the site and
because of poor site visitation. However, the visitors of these sites were included in the
online survey.

The online questionnaire was conducted with tourists who had visited at least one of
the sites along the cultural route, The Trail of Roman Emperors, in the last five years. The
questionnaire was distributed through Facebook and via email through the researcher’s
personal networks, who further distributed the questionnaire (snowball technique). A total
of 164 completed questionnaires were collected online. All respondents were informed of
the research objectives and that their participation was voluntary and anonymous. The
survey was conducted from February to August 2015. Questionnaires were distributed
to the sites by researchers, with the help of colleagues, while part of the questionnaire
was collected by tourist guides at the sites. A total of 338 completed questionnaires were
collected at the sites.

3.4. Statistical Methods

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to test the hypothesized model of
this research. The analysis was conducted in the EQS 6.1 program for the Windows
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operating system. The Mardia index of multivariate kurtosis was above three for all models
tested, indicating significant multivariate kurtosis. Therefore, it was justified to use robust
methods and indices based on this method [105]. The fit of the model was estimated using
the following indices: Sattora–Bentler χ2 (SB χ2)—if insignificant then the model has a good
fit but as it is sensitive to the number of respondents, it is generally significant in a number
of cases; Standardized Root Mean-Square Residual (SRMR), Root Mean-Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA)—SRMR and RMSEA should be less than 0.08 [106]; Comparative
Fit Index (CFI); Normed Fit Index (NFI); Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI)—if CFI, NFI and
NNFI are over 0.90, the model has a good fit [107]. To obtain adequate fit indices, the Wald
test was used to estimate redundant parameters and the LM (Lagrange multiplier) indicator
was used to determine which links between variables should be added to the model. All
the additional analyses, such as exploratory factor analysis (EFA), used to determine the
factor structure of tourist activities, were carried out in SPSS version 23.

4. Results
4.1. Sociodemographic Characteristics of the Respondents

Table 1 shows descriptive statistics of the sociodemographic characteristics of the
respondents. There were more female than male respondents in the sample and the
average age of the respondents was 27.2 years. The highest percentage of respondents had
completed secondary school (over 50%), while almost a quarter had completed college
(23.3%). The largest percentages of respondents were students and employed persons.

Table 1. Sociodemographic profile of respondents (n = 502).

Gender Age

Male
Female

36.7%
63.3%

Average age = 27.22, Std. = 9.906
Age range (18–75)

Education Employment status
Elementary
Secondary school
Higher school
Faculty
Master studies
Ph.D.

2.4%
50.2%
4%
23.3%
16.3%
3.8%

Pupil
Student
Employed
Unemployed
Retired

3.2%
55.8%
35.1%
5%
1%

Maritalstatus Monthly income
Single
I have a
boyfriend/girlfriend
Living with a partner
Married
Divorced
Widowed

39.6%
38.8%
3.2%
15.1%
2.8%
0.4%

Without income
Below average
Average
Above average

48%
17.5%
18.7%
15.7%

The place where respondents grew up
City (over 20,000 inhabitants) 58.2%
Town (between 5000–20,000 inhabitants) 18.7%
Village (bellow 5000 inhabitants) 23.1%

For monthly income, almost half of the respondents stated that they did not have
an income, which could be explained by the large number of students. Other income
categories were quite evenly distributed. The largest number of respondents declared
themselves as single or having a partner.

4.2. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

To identify the latent dimensions of tourist activities, an exploratory factor analysis
(EFA) was conducted. Item analysis showed a high KMO = 0.908 and the statistical sig-
nificance value of Bartlett’s test of sphericity was also confirmed (χ2 = 5614.75, df = 300,
p < 0.000). Analysis of item correlations revealed a significant number of correlation rela-
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tionships with values above 0.3, which led to the conclusion that the data were appropriate
for EFA. To extract the factors, the principal components method with Promax rotation
(due to established correlations between factors) and Kaiser normalization were used. As a
result, and considering only factors whose eigenvalues were equal to or greater than one,
three factors were extracted, which explained 50.2% of the variance.

The first factor was participation in organized events (F1). This factor referred to the
active attendance and participation in events, workshops and related activities organized
at the sites. This factor included nine items (Table 2). The second factor was thematic
activities (F2) and referred to the activities that were directly related to the theme of the
Roman Empire in this region and activities that provided an authentic experience of the
way of life during the Roman times. This factor consisted of ten items (Table 2). The
third factor was the passive visit (F3) and this factor referred to sightseeing and lectures
related to the Roman Empire, which represented the passive acquisition of knowledge and
information without active participation in events, workshops, and similar activities. This
factor included six items (Table 2).

Table 2. Latent dimensions of activity (three-factor solution).

Participation in Organized
Events (F1)

Thematic
Activities (F2)

Passive Visit
(F3)

Participation in a conference held at the site 0.816
Participation in a festival dedicated to the Romans 0.788
Sleeping in an authentic Roman villa 0.680
Participation in summer camp 0.659
Participation in archeological workshops 0.626
Watching multimedia content (movies, screenings)
about the Roman site and cultural route in the
visitor center

0.622

Participation in the event “St. Emperor Constantine and
Empress Jelena” 0.619

Participation in the event “Roman Night” promoting
Roman heritage in Serbia 0.586

Workshops for children 0.530
Attending Roman rituals performance 0.707
Visit exhibitions and museums dedicated to the Romans 0.688
Observing the race of horses and chariots at the
racetrack, as well as riding the horses 0.677

Tasting of wine made from the authentic Roman
grape variety 0.668

Meal at a restaurant with authentic Roman ambiance
and food 0.656

Treatments in a Roman bath (thermal baths) 0.652
Riding the Roman galleys 0.649
Participation in Roman meal preparation workshops 0.646
Participation in the ancient Roman maze for play
and education 0.633

Observing the simulation of gladiatorial fights in
the amphitheater 0.585

Visiting the remains of Roman artworks (murals,
mosaics, etc.) 0.743

Tour of Roman architectural heritage (palaces,
amphitheater, aqueducts, spas, tombs) 0.742

Listening to lectures on Roman history and emperors 0.695
Visit the site with an audio guide 0.662
Listening to lectures on the latest discoveries and
research on the site 0.662

Sightseeing tour with an expert guide 0.651
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4.3. Descriptive Statistics and Measurement Model Validity

Descriptive statistics of variables is presented in Table 3. Reliability of the instruments
is measured and presented by Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, which was above the recom-
mended 0.7 for all variables [108] (p. 127), meaning that the items used in the study could
be considered reliable and that they really measure the given constructs.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics and scale reliability.

Variable Mean Std.
Deviation Cronbachα AVE CR

Tourist
personality

Extraversion 3.16 0.626 0.716 0.56 0.91
Agreeableness 3.19 0.820 0.820 0.56 0.92
Conscientiousness 3.14 0.623 0.721 0.49 0.89
Neuroticism 2.65 0.518 0.718 0.59 0.92
Openness to
experience 3.66 0.495 0.743 0.60 0.93

Destination
personality

Excitement 3.51 0.948 0.870 0.63 0.87
Sincerity 3.82 0.809 0.861 0.55 0.86
Competence 3.80 0.757 0.823 0.42 0.81
Sophistication 3.60 0.912 0.846 0.49 0.83
Ruggedness 3.48 0.850 0.821 0.57 0.84

Destination
image

Cognitive image 3.62 0.565 0.925 0.51 0.97
Affective image 0.764 0.764 0.738 0.52 0.84

Activity
preferences

Participation in
organized events 3.76 0.754 0.832 0.44 0.87

Thematic
activities 4.03 0.726 0.864 0.43 0.88

Passive visit 3.88 0.769 0.779 0.48 0.85

Before conducting the path model, convergent and divergent validity of the constructs
was calculated to check the measurement model validity.

The convergent validity of each dimension was examined by calculating the score
of the average variance extracted (AVE, see [109]). A substantial convergent validity is
achieved when all item-to-factor loadings are significant and the AVE score is higher
than 0.50 within each dimension, but AVE higher than 0.40 is still acceptable if composite
reliability (CR) is higher than 0.60 [109]. Results showed that all dimensions had AVE
higher than 0.40 and CR higher than 0.80 (Table 3) which indicates good convergent validity.

Discriminant validity was then checked by comparing the AVEs for each latent factor
with the squared correlation estimates between latent constructs (Table 4). Fornell and
Larcker [109] noted that discriminant validity is guaranteed when the AVEs are greater
than the squared correlation estimates. All AVE values are greater than squared correlation,
expect for Sincerity and Competence, where squared correlations (0.43) is slightly greater
than AVE (0.42).
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Table 4. Squared correlation estimates and average variances extracted.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

1 Excitement 0.63

2 Competence 0.352 0.42

3 Ruggedness 0.184 0.407 0.57

4 Sophistication 0.191 0.104 0.120 0.49

5 Sincerity 0.249 0.438 0.368 0.134 0.55

6 Extraversion 0.013 0.010 0.017 0.053 0.007 0.56

7 Agreeableness 0.036 0.006 0.008 0.125 0.001 0.301 0.56

8 Conscientiousness 0.020 0.006 0.006 0.043 0.003 0.299 0.367 0.49

9 Neuroticism 0.008 0.000 0.001 0.035 0.002 0.056 0.146 0.112 0.59

10 Openness
to experience 0.066 0.081 0.123 0.046 0.083 0.087 0.049 0.088 0.008 0.60

11 Cognitive image 0.155 0.225 0.147 0.071 0.222 0.030 0.022 0.013 0.001 0.124 0.51

12 Affective image 0.043 0.057 0.049 0.002 0.049 0.062 0.118 0.084 0.026 0.073 0.088 0.52

13 Organized events 0.007 0.013 0.030 0.000 0.012 0.025 0.023 0.006 0.002 0.011 0.007 0.008 0.44

14 Thematic visits 0.002 0.022 0.014 0.000 0.012 0.011 0.003 0.004 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.008 0.181 0.43

15 Passive visits 0.010 0.002 0.001 0.017 0.003 0.025 0.061 0.042 0.003 0.003 0.005 0.003 0.000 0.004 0.48

Note: Italics indicate average variances extracted (AVEs).

4.4. Structural Model

To examine the influence of personality traits and sociodemographic characteristics
on the perceptions of destination image and personality, as well as their joint influence on
tourist activity preferences, SEM was applied. Given that there is no theoretical model in
the literature explaining the relationship of all selected variables, previous research was
used to define the relationships among the individual variables examined.

After creating the first model, satisfactory fit indicators were not obtained, so appro-
priate changes had to be made. The Wald test suggested that the thematic visit should not
be related to respondents’ gender and participation in organized activities, which resulted in
the elimination of the gender variable from the model. Subsequently, all relationships that
had a very low saturation (below 0.1) were removed from the model, which included the
relationship between education and passive visit and participation in organized activities. After
this, education was eliminated because it did not sufficiently explain the dependent variables
in the model (Model 2). Then, the LM test suggested that the relationships between passive
visit and conscientiousness, passive visit and agreeableness and passive visit and openness to
experience should be inserted. Additionally, the Wald test suggested respondents’ age should
be deleted from the model. This led to the satisfactory indicators of model fit for model 3,
shown in Table 5.

Table 5. Fit indices of measurement models.

Model S–Bχ2 df χ2/df RMSEA SRMR CFI

1 713.16 142 5.02
0.090

(0.083–
0.096)

0.107 0.844

2 328.49 95 3.45
0.070

(0.062–
0.078)

0.075 0.900

3 262.54 79 3.32
0.068

(0.059–
0.077)

0.086 0.925

Note: all values of S–B χ2 are significant at the level p < 0.001.



Sustainability 2022, 14, 1803 12 of 22

The final model (Table 6) indicated that tourist personality influenced activity pref-
erences. Openness to experience positively influenced passive visit, while agreeableness
and conscientiousness negatively affected passive visit. Thus, the results showed that peo-
ple who were open to experience preferred passive visits more, while people who were
agreeable and conscientious preferred this type of tourist activity less. The model also
revealed that extraversion positively influenced participation in organized events. Destination
personality also influenced activity preferences. Honesty positively influenced passive visits,
while ruggedness positively influenced the preference for participation in organized events.
This finding means that if people perceived the destination as sincere and honest (con-
vivial, sentimental, etc.), they preferred the passive visit. If they saw the destination as
rugged (i.e., spontaneous, free, uncontrollable), they found it interesting to participate in
organized events.

The analysis showed that place of residence (place of growing up) positively influenced
the cognitive image of the destination, while employment status and monthly income
positively influenced sophistication as a destination personality trait.

The results also confirmed that tourist personality influenced destination personality.
Specifically, openness to experience affected all the dimensions of destination personality
(honesty, competence, excitement, ruggedness, and sophistication). This personality trait
is particularly interesting as it was also found to influence cognitive and affective im-
ages. Agreeableness negatively affected sophistication and excitement, while it positively
impacted affective image. This means that agreeable persons perceived the destination
as less exciting and sophisticated, while they had higher scores on affective image refer-
ring to the positive feelings about the destination. Conscientiousness positively affected
excitement, while extraversion negatively affected sophistication. Conscientious people
perceive destinations as more exciting, while extraverts see them as less sophisticated.
Cognitive image affected all dimensions of destination personality, while affective image
only affected excitement.

The model confirmed the influence of tourist personality and sociodemographic
characteristics on the perceptions of destination personality (H1a and H1b), the influence
of destination image on destination personality (H2), as well as the impact of tourist
personality and sociodemographic characteristics on image perceptions (H3a and H3b). For
activity preferences, the research confirmed influences of tourist personality and destination
personality (supporting H5 and H6), while the influence of sociodemographic characteristics
and destination image was not confirmed, thus resulting in the rejection of H4and H7.

4.5. Impact of Sociodemographic Characteristics on Destination Image and Destination Personality
Perception

As the structural model confirmed the influence of sociodemographic characteristics
on cognitive image and destination personality (sophistication), additional analysis was
needed to obtain a deeper insight into the exact sociodemographic categories and how they
influenced the constructs.

First, ANOVA tests were performed to analyze the differences between sociodemo-
graphic categories. The test indicated that there was a statistically significant difference
(F = 11.621, p < 0.01) regarding respondents’ employment status and their perception of
sophistication. Post hoc test results (LSD) indicated that students and pupils perceived the
destination as less sophisticated than other categories of respondents (employees, unem-
ployed, and retired). There were no statistically significant differences in the perception of
sophistication among other categories, but the analysis showed that destination was the
most perceived as sophisticated by the unemployed and retired.

The ANOVA test also indicated a statistically significant difference (F = 20.340, p < 0.01)
in the perception of sophistication as a destination personality trait depending on respon-
dents’ income. Post hoc test results (LSD) indicated that respondents without income, less
than all other categories of respondents (who have below average, average, and above
average incomes), perceived the destination as sophisticated. This may be related to the pre-
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vious finding which tells us that students also perceive the destination as sophisticated, and
they belong to a group of non-income respondents. The analysis showed that respondents
with above average incomes perceived the destination as sophisticated the most, while
there was very little difference between those with average and below average incomes.

Table 6. The results of the structural model and hypothesis testing.

Confirmed Relationships B S.E. p-Value

H1a: Tourist personality→Destination Personality supported

Extraversion→Sophistication −0.140 0.035 0.003

Agreeableness→Excitement −0.280 0.033 0.000

Agreeableness→Sophistication −0.304 0.023 0.000

Openness→Sincerity −0.283 0.038 0.000

Openness→Excitement 0.192 0.041 0.000

Openness→Competence 0.140 0.037 0.003

H1b: Sociodemographic characteristics→Destination Personality supported

Monthly income→Sophistication 0.123 0.025 0.004

Employment status→ Sophistication 0.154 0.033 0.002

H2: Destination image→Destination Personality supported

Affective image→Excitement 0.160 0.030 0.000

Cognitive image→Sincerity 0.432 0.031 0.000

Cognitive image→Excitement 0.331 0.038 0.000

Cognitive image→Competence 0.451 0.041 0.000

Cognitive image→Sophistication 0.300 0.037 0.000

Cognitive image→Ruggedness 0.274 0.031 0.000

H3a: Tourist personality→destination image supported

Agreeableness→Affective image 0.292 0.042 0.000

Openness→Affective image 0.213 0.031 0.000

Openness→Cognitive image 0.350 0.037 0.000

H3b: Sociodemographic characteristics→destination image partially supported

Place of growing up→Cognitive image 0.142 0.027 0.001

H4: Destination image→tourist activity preferences not supported

H5: Destination personality→tourist activity preferences supported

Sincerity→Passive visit −0.091 0.031 0.000

Ruggedness→Participation in organized events 0.153 0.038 0.000

H6: Tourist personality→tourist activity preferences supported

Extraversion→Participation in organized events 0.140 0.031 0.004

Conscientiousness→Passive visit −0.124 0.037 0.001

Agreeableness→Passive visit −0.210 0.029 0.000

Openness→Passive visit 0.170 0.34 0.002

H7: Sociodemographic characteristics→tourist activity preferences not supported

Finally, the ANOVA test found that there was a statistically significant difference only
between the respondents who spent their childhood in a village and in a city, in relation to
the perception of cognitive image (F = 4.747, p < 0.01). This test indicated that respondents
who spent their childhood in a village had a more positive perception of the cognitive image
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of the sites than those who had grown up in cities. To explain this finding, a chi-squared test
(χ2 = 17.97, df = 10, p < 0.05) was subsequently conducted, indicating that respondents who
spent their childhood in a village were less educated than those who spent their childhoods
in towns, which might influence different perceptions of cognitive images (based on facts
and information).

5. Discussion

This research addressed three important research questions referring to the influence
of tourists’ individual characteristics on destination image and destination personality, their
preferred activities at the destination, and also explaining how perceptions of destination
image and destination personality influenced activity preferences. The results are discussed
in the context of the research questions.

5.1. Impacts of Individual Characteristics on Destination Image and Personality

Individual characteristics were predictors of destination image and personality. For
tourist personality, openness to experience was the best predictor of other constructs. It
influenced all dimensions of destination personality as well as cognitive and affective
images. This could be explained by the fact that people who are open to experience are
open to fantasy, aesthetics, action, ideas and values [110], which can be linked to the
very meaning of travel and tourism through which these concepts can be expressed and
realized. Additionally, open-minded people are curious, intelligent, enjoy new things,
knowledge and experiences [111], and it is not surprising that this trait is so closely related
to perceptions of the destination. How open tourists are to the experience can also affect
how much they learn about a destination and how they experience it, and how willing they
are to attach personality traits and visualize a particular destination. Additionally, it might
influence how they see the destination, i.e., if they are more open to the experience, they
will experience the destination more positively.

Conscientiousness was shown to be a significant predictor of excitement. It is assumed
that more conscientious people will spend greater time planning trips and gathering
knowledge before they go to a certain place (about contents, activities, attractions), which
could influence the perception of that destination as exciting, even before the trip. More
information about a place could lead to a clearer perception of the destination’s offer, which
can affect the experience of that destination as exciting.

Extraversion negatively affected the perception of sophistication. In terms of sophis-
tication items, such as smooth, balanced, gentle and charming, the impression is that
these traits are more characteristic of introverts than extraverts. Theory indicates that one
chooses a destination that is similar to his/her personality, thus extraverts could perceive
this particular destination as less sophisticated. Introverts tend to be quiet, slow, seek
their own knowledge and may have no desire to meet others [112], perceiving cultural
routes as destinations that are not visited often, with select clientele, and more smooth
and suited for their characteristics. Extraverts tend to seek excitement, they are mainly
carefree, spontaneous, like going out, and like to meet people, so a cultural route may not
be a destination they perceive as sophisticated.

Agreeableness negatively affected sophistication, while it had a positive impact on
excitement and affective image. An agreeable person is one who pleases others and could
be described as “fundamentally altruistic”, sympathetic, empathetic and has a need to help.
A person who scores low in this dimension is self-centered, skeptical of others, antagonistic
and competitive [113], meaning that egocentric tourists may perceive the destination as
more sophisticated, as they want prestige. On the contrary, people who are agreeable do
not burden themselves with sophistication because prestige is not fundamentally important
to them, so they may perceive a destination as less sophisticated. Agreeable people will
perceive a destination as more exciting, as they are cooperative and sociable, and like
to engage in activities and travel with other people, thus a tourist destination can be
more fun and dynamic. Agreeableness also impacts the perception of affective image. As
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pleasant people are empathetic, sensitive and altruistic, this might reflect how they feel
about a particular destination (affective image), leading to more positive feelings about
the destination.

Neuroticism is the only personality trait that did not show any significant effects. It
can be assumed that our emotional stability is not related to our perceptions of destination
personality, image and activity preferences. Although the literature states that neuroticism
has some influence on travel and tourism, it is mostly expressed in longer journeys, where
some difficulties may occur for tourists due to changing environments, encountering new
settings, isolation, and lack of activity [114]. Within this research, neuroticism did not have
a significant impact, which may be because the focus was on domestic tourists on relatively
close journeys within one country. Additionally, as Aaker’s brand personality dimensions
are based on the Big Five Personality Theory, she points out that certain personality traits
cannot be attributed to brands [31], which according to some authors [114] is neuroticism.

The analysis showed that the place where tourists grew up positively influenced
cognitive images, while employment status and monthly income positively affected so-
phistication as a destination personality trait. Additional analyses also indicated that
respondents who spent their childhood in the countryside had a more positive perception
of cognitive image than those who spent their childhoods in the town and city. This could
be explained by the greater exposure to information by the people living in the city [115]
which could influence a more realistic picture of the destination and explain their less posi-
tive perception of the image. As the cognitive image is highly dependent on our knowledge
and awareness of a particular destination, the difference in respondents’ education could
explain the relationship between place of growth and perception of the cognitive image.
Additionally, a chi-square test (χ2 = 17.97, df = 10, p < 0.05) was conducted, indicating that
respondents who spent their childhoods in the countryside were less educated than those
who spent their childhoods in the town and the city.

Students perceived the destination as less sophisticated than other categories of re-
spondents (employed, unemployed and retired). Additionally, the results showed that
non-income respondents differed from all other income categories in terms of the percep-
tion of sophistication, as they perceived the destination as the least sophisticated. This may
be because a sophisticated destination is seen as a form of prestige for tourists. Students
and pupils or those without income may find it less difficult to achieve prestige through
travel so they pay less attention to sophistication, or they relate “prestigious travel” to
only certain types of destinations. So, this could also mean that students do not perceive
cultural heritage and routes as prestigious, and therefore did not perceive this destination
as sophisticated. Moreover, visits to these sites are usually part of a field trip or an excur-
sion, not being an exclusive trip. In contrast, those with above average incomes associated
sophistication and prestige with culture and heritage. This would mean that the type of
destination influenced such a relationship, which should be further tested in future research.
Additionally, it should be mentioned that higher-income respondents are able to engage
in more activities (which require extra money) at the destination, which can make them
experience it as more sophisticated.

5.2. Impacts of Individual Characteristics on Activity Preferences

This research showed that personality traits were a better predictor of activity pref-
erences than sociodemographic characteristics. Similarly, the research of Madrigal and
Kahle [116] indicates that personal values better predict activity preferences than sociode-
mographic characteristics.

Tourists’ personality influenced activity preferences, showing that those who are
open to experience preferred passive visits. Lectures and sightseeing tours of the site can
stimulate the imagination and fantasy and provide unique experiences, and those open
to experience will prefer the passive visit. Agreeable and conscientious tourists preferred
this type of activity less. Highly conscientious individuals who probably spend more time
preparing for trips [117] will be less engaged by lectures and sightseeing than those who
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have no prior knowledge of the site. Agreeable tourists found it less interesting to have
passive visits. Agreeable people are considered open-minded, focused on others, and
cooperative [117], so passive visits are less interesting than activities that involve other
people. Extraverts preferred participating in organized events. They like to meet new
people, searching for novel, exciting, and adventurous tourism activities [118], so organized
events which include opportunities for interaction, socializing and communication at
various events and workshops are an appropriate choice.

5.3. Impacts of Perception of Destination Image and Personality on Activity Preferences

The interrelationship between destination image and destination personality was
examined. A high score for affective image implies that the destination is regarded as fun
and a favorite, and people perceive the place as having an exciting destination personality.
Cognitive image had a positive effect on all dimensions of destination personality. This
supports previous findings on the positive influence of cognitive image on destination
personality [66]. For example, the knowledge that there are many activities at a place
contributes to the perception of the destination as exciting, friendly locals suggest the
destination as honest, and the existence of cultural events suggest it is sophisticated.

Only destination personality influenced activity preferences. The model indicated that
honesty positively affected the preference for passive visits, while ruggedness positively
influenced the preference of participation in organized events. Those who perceived the
destination as honest found passive visits more interesting. Ruggedness is more akin with
the personality traits of a destination such as mysterious, spontaneous, free, and resilient. If
experiencing a destination such as this, organized events might be something unexpected,
so various festivals, camps, workshops, and similar activities might be surprising and a
good experience for these tourists.

6. Conclusions
6.1. Theoretical Implications

The study makes several important contributions to the theory. Firstly, while there are
plenty of studies dealing with activity choice, the current study deals with the antecedents
of activity preference and, thus, contributes to the quite underexplored field in tourism.
This is also the first study to prove that tourist personality and destination personality
perception influence tourists’ activity preferences. Additionally, while sociodemographic
characteristics may affect tourists’ choice of activities at the destination, the current study
shows that they are not particularly important in terms of their activity preference. These
findings thus shed light on tourist behavior at the destination.

The important conclusion of the study is also that the personality trait “openness to
experience” is particularly important in tourism as it affects not only activity preference but
also the perception of all destination personality factors as well as cognitive and affective
destination images. An important contribution to the theory that the study also makes is
in terms of exploring the influence of destination image on activity preference. Previous
studies explored the effects of destination image on decisionmaking and pre-trip behavior,
while this is the first study to come to the conclusion that destination image perception
does not affect tourists’ activity preference at the destination.

Finally, the novelty of the study is also that it explores, for the first time, tourists’
personal characteristics, destination image, destination personality and activity preference
in one model, explaining their complex interrelationships. Besides what has already been
mentioned, the study confirmed the important role of individual characteristics of tourists
for their activity preference and destination image and personality perception, which leads
to some interesting practical recommendations for destination marketers.

6.2. Practical Implications

The study findings do not only contribute to the theoretical knowledge, but also have
some practical implications.
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Firstly, the study indicates that certain personality types of tourists tend to show more
positive perceptions of destination image and destination personality, also tending to have
preferences for certain activities. For instance, extraverts will be more attracted to desti-
nations that offer organized events, introverts will prefer more sophisticated destinations,
while conscientious people will be interested in detailed information and better promotion
of the destination. Thus, destination managers should focus on making marketing cam-
paigns that emphasize rational and emotional benefits for such personality types (tourists
open to experience, agreeable and extraverts), in order to increase positive destination per-
ceptions. Moreover, knowledge of the activities that are preferred by different personality
types of tourists, that this study provides, can be used in destination marketing. The find-
ings can assist activity-based segmentation, as a combination of tourists’ personality and
activities they prefer. This is in line with Sung et al. [119], who suggest that activity-based
segmentation can be used together with other psychographic, demographic and/or social
variables to effectively segment, define and differentiate target markets.

Additionally, the study shows that activity preference is influenced by destination
personality. Practically, this means that the tourists’ perception of destination as a person
shapes their destination offer expectations, as well as their activity preferences. This means
that constant research on destination personality perception could provide marketers with
the information needed for shaping activities at the destination.

Knowledge on how sociodemographics affect destination perception and activity
preference is also important from a practical point of view. The current research indicates
that if a destination wants to attract people with higher income, it needs to promote
its area as sophisticated—smooth, balanced, gentle. On the other hand, the promotion
of certain types of activities can help in developing the desired brand and image. For
instance, promoting organized events such as lectures and workshops will help tourists see
destinations as honest and exciting. Or, if destination marketers want to present destination
as honest and rugged, marketing emphasis should be on the passive visit in terms of
sightseeing, lectures, and guided tours.

Finally, targeting tourists with specific demographic and psychographic profiles is an
important way in which destination marketing can support sustainability [3], as it offers the
opportunity for Destination Management Organizations to focus tourist activity in areas
and in product segments that are aligned with their sustainability goals [6].This research
provides practical information for DMOs on how the features of their destinations can be
promoted to specific tourist segments, through the application of Destination Personality
approaches in their marketing and branding. The insights from this research can help
to DMOs to create both personalized tourism offers that focus on specific activities [2,7],
and more general destination brands, which are a key feature of sustainable tourism
destinations [4].

6.3. Limitations and Future Research Directions

The study has certain limitations. Firstly, the study used a convenience sampling
method based on domestic tourists in Serbia, so the study sample was not international.
Thus, it would be good to replicate the research on a wider international sample, for
a greater generalizability. Moreover, due to the fact that the study was based on a do-
mestic sample, nationality was not included in the model. Thus, some further research
should explore whether tourists’ country of origin and culture impact destination image
and personality perceptions, as well as activity preferences. This could contribute to the
knowledge of sociodemographic effects on activity preference and destination image and
personality perceptions.

Possible future research could also explore if tourists’ activity preference could affect
destination image and personality perceptions that tourists had before being engaged into
activities. In this way, the possible vice versa effect of activities on the tourists’ perceptions
could be explored.
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Finally, it is important that future research considers the perspectives of other target
groups such as residents, as destination branding can only be sustainable when hosts,
policy objectives and tourists’ demands are in harmony.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, S.K. and T.J.; methodology, S.K. and T.J.; software, S.K.;
validation, S.K., T.J., M.D.V. and A.M.M.; formal analysis, S.K. and T.J.; investigation, S.K., T.J., M.D.V.
and A.M.M., data curation, S.K., M.D.V. and J.K., writing—original draft preparation, S.K., T.J., M.D.V.
and J.K.; writing—review and editing, J.K. and A.M.M. and supervision, S.K. All authors have read
and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was supported by The Science Fund of the Republic of Serbia, Project No.
7739076, Tourism Destination Competitiveness—evaluation model for Serbia—TOURCOMSERBIA.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design
of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, or
in the decision to publish the results.

References
1. Hwang, E.; Kim, J.; Lee, J.C.; Kim, S. To Do or to Have, Now or Later, in Travel: Consumption Order Preference of Material and

Experiential Travel Activities. J. Travel Res. 2019, 58, 961–976. [CrossRef]
2. Vu, H.Q.; Li, G.; Law, R. Discovering implicit activity preferences in travel itineraries by topic modeling. Tour. Manag. 2019, 75,

435–446. [CrossRef]
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of Attractiveness Factors on Destination Image and Revisit Intention with the Satisfaction Mediation Effect. Sustainability 2021, 13,
5780. [CrossRef]

26. Ekinci, Y.; Hosany, S. Destination Personality: An Application of Brand personality to Tourism Destinations. J. Travel Res. 2006, 45,
127–139. [CrossRef]

27. Murphy, L.; Moscardo, G.; Benckendorff, P. Using brand personality to differentiate regional tourism destinations. J. Travel Res.
2007, 46, 5–14. [CrossRef]

28. Bekk, M.; Spörrle, M.; Kruse, J. The benefits of similarity between tourist and destination personality. J. Travel Res. 2016, 55,
1008–1021. [CrossRef]

29. Kim, H.; Stepchenkova, S. Understanding destination personality through visitors’ experience: A cross-cultural perspective. J.
Dest. Mark. Manag. 2017, 6, 416–425. [CrossRef]

30. Kim, W.; Malek, K.; Kim, N.; Kim, S. Destination personality, destination image, and intent to recommend: The role of gender,
age, cultural background, and prior experiences. Sustainability 2018, 10, 87. [CrossRef]

31. Aaker, J.L. Dimensions of brand personality. J. Mark. Res. 1997, 34, 347–356. [CrossRef]
32. Azoulay, A.; Kapferer, J.-N. Do brand personality scales really measure brand personality? J. Brand Manag. 2003, 11, 143–155.

[CrossRef]
33. Caprara, G.V.; Barbaranelli, C.; Guido, G. Brand personality: How to make the metaphor fit? J. Econ. Psychol. 2001, 22, 377–395.

[CrossRef]
34. Hosany, S.; Ekinci, Y.; Uysal, M. Destination image and destination personality: An application of branding theories to tourism

places. J. Bus. Res. 2006, 59, 638–642. [CrossRef]
35. Ekinci, Y.; Sirakaya-Turk, E.; Baloglu, S. Host image and destination personality. Tour. Anal. 2007, 12, 433–446. [CrossRef]
36. Murphy, L.; Benckendorff, P.; Moscardo, G. Destination brand personality: Visitor perceptions of a regional tourism destination. J.

Tour. Anal. 2007, 12, 419–432. [CrossRef]
37. Sahin, S.; Baloglu, S. Brand personality and destination image of Istanbul: A comparison across nationalities. In Proceedings of

the 14th Annual Graduate Student Research Conference in Hospitality and Tourism, Las Vegas, NV, USA, 4–6 January2009.
38. Usakli, A.; Baloglu, S. Brand personality of tourist destinations: An application of self-congruity theory. Tour. Manag. 2011, 32,

114–127. [CrossRef]
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42. Milas, G.; Mlačić, B. Brand personality and human personality: Findings from ratings of familiar Croatian brands. J. Bus. Res.

2007, 60, 620–626. [CrossRef]
43. Lin, L.Y. The relationship of consumer personality trait, brand personality and brand loyalty: An empirical study of toys and

video games buyers. J. Prod. Brand Manag. 2010, 19, 4–17. [CrossRef]
44. Huang, H.H.; Mitchell, M.W.; Rosenaum-Elliott, R. Are Consumer and Brand Personalities the Same? Psychol. Mark. 2012, 29,

334–349. [CrossRef]
45. Dikcius, V.; Seimiene, E.; Zaliene, E. Congruence between brand and consumer personalities. Econ. Manag. 2013, 18, 526–536.

[CrossRef]
46. Kumar, V. Examining the role of destination personality and self-congruity in predicting tourist behavior. Tour. Manag. Perspect.

2016, 20, 217–227. [CrossRef]
47. Chua, B.L.; Kim, H.C.; Lee, S.; Han, H. The role of brand personality, self-congruity, and sensory experience in elucidating sky

lounge users’ behavior. J. Travel Tour. Mark. 2019, 36, 29–42. [CrossRef]
48. Sop, S.A.; Kozak, N. Effects of brand personality, self-congruity and functional congruity on hotel brand loyalty. J. Hosp. Mark.

Manag. 2019, 28, 926–956. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2018.01.001
http://doi.org/10.1177/1467358416663820
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2005.11.013
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2006.07.007
http://doi.org/10.1177/004728750003800402
http://doi.org/10.1177/0047287513513161
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13115780
http://doi.org/10.1177/0047287506291603
http://doi.org/10.1177/0047287507302371
http://doi.org/10.1177/0047287515606813
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2016.06.010
http://doi.org/10.3390/su10010087
http://doi.org/10.1177/002224379703400304
http://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.bm.2540162
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-4870(01)00039-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2006.01.001
http://doi.org/10.3727/108354207783227885
http://doi.org/10.3727/108354207783227948
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2010.06.006
http://doi.org/10.19090/pp.2017.1.37-61
http://doi.org/10.2298/PSI190423016K
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2006.06.011
http://doi.org/10.1108/10610421011018347
http://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20525
http://doi.org/10.5755/j01.em.18.3.5071
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2016.09.006
http://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2018.1488650
http://doi.org/10.1080/19368623.2019.1577202


Sustainability 2022, 14, 1803 20 of 22

49. Su, N.; Reynolds, D. Effects of brand personality dimensions on consumers’ perceived self- image congruity and functional
congruity with hotel brands. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2017, 66, 1–12. [CrossRef]

50. Yang, S.; Mohd Isa, S.; Ramayah, T. A Theoretical Framework to Explain the Impact of Destination Personality, Self-Congruity,
and Tourists’ Emotional Experience on Behavioral Intention. Sage Open 2020, 10, 2158244020983313. [CrossRef]
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