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SUMMARY  

Researchers agree that destination image is a multi-dimensional and complex structure of 

attitude. Social psychology suggests that attitudes are composed of affective, cognitive, and 

conative components. This study contributes to literature with (i) scale development integrating 3 

explanatory dimensions of destination image; (ii) utilization of item parceling technique enabling 

extended depth with sub scales and (iii) by providing supporting evidence that this measurement 

scale is invariant thus applicable for 3 nationalities namely British, German and Russian tourist. 

The survey is carried in summer 2017 at Antalya Airport with a total of 1495 British, German and 

Russian respondents visiting Antalya region for holiday purposes. Antalya is a seasonal mass 

tourism destination located in south of Turkey by the Mediterranean coast.  

Keywords: Cognitive-Affective-Conative Approach, Measurement Scale, Multi-group 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (MGCFA), Item Parceling Technique, Antalya, British German 

Russian Tourists, Destination Image, Mass Tourism, Sun-Sea-Sand tourism 
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ÖZET  

DESTİNASYON İMAJ ÖLÇEĞİNİN 

İNGİLİZ, ALMAN VE RUS TURİSTLER ARASINDA 

FARKSIZLIĞININ TEST EDİLMESİ: 

ÇOKLU GRUP DOĞRULAYICI FAKTÖR ANALİZİ 

Araştırmacılar destinasyon imajının çok boyutlu ve karmaşık tutum yapısına sahip olduğu 

konusunda fikir birliğine sahiptir. Sosyal psikoloji, bilişsel, duyuşsal ve davranışsal olmak üzere 3 

tutum bileşenini ele almaktadır. Bu araştırma, (i) tüm tutum bileşenlerini içeren bütünsel ölçek 

geliştirerek , (ii) parselleme tekniği ile derinliği arttırılmış bir ölçüm aracı geliştirerek ve (iii) bu 

ölçeği İngiliz, Alman ve Rus turistler ile 3 milliyet üzerinde milliyetler arası farksızlığı test ederek 

literatüre üç alanda katkı sağlamaktadır. Araştırma 2017 yaz aylarında Antalya havalimanında 

Antalya’ya tatil amaçlı seyahat eden İngiliz, Alman ve Rus toplam 1495 katılımcı ile 

gerçekleştirilmiştir. Antalya Türkiye’nin güneyinde Akdeniz kıyısında bulunan mevsimsel bir kitle 

turizm destinasyonudur.  

Anahtar Kelimeler: Bişisel-Duyuşsal-Davranışsal yöntem, Ölçüm Aracı, Çoklu Grup Faktör 

Analizi (ÇGFA), Parselleme Tekniği. Antalya, İngiliz, Alman, Rus Turist, Destinasyon İmajı, Kitle 

Turizmi, Deniz-Güneş-Kum Turizmi 
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INTRODUCTION 

Destination image is a subjective interpretation of a place and understanding the attitudes 

of potential visitors is crucial to stake holders of the tourism and hospitality industry both in source 

market and in destination. (Russel and Pratt, 1980; Fayeke and Crompton, 1991; Gartner, 1993; 

Baloglu and McClearly, 1999; Baloglu and Mangaloglu,2001; Baloglu, 2001; Echtner and Richie, 

2003; Beerli and Martin, 2004a,b; Pike and Ryan, 2004; Agapito et al., 2013; Stylos et al, 

2016,2017; Stylidis et al., 2017). The behavior of selecting a destination to visit is strongly linked 

with its image in the minds of beholders. Social psychology suggests that people who hold positive 

attitudes engage in behaviors that support and enhance the attitude. The relationship between 

attitude and behavior is a core topic in social psychology. Attitudes are composed of affective, 

cognitive, and conative components (Aranson, 2010). 

Researchers in tourism widely adopted attitude based social psychology research 

techniques but the literature review reveals that not many researchers consider all three dimensions 

of attitude and the limited number research covering all three dimensions do not always agree on 

the definition of conative component. Also hierarchy or relation of dimensions is another source 

of confusion in the literature. Some researchers place conative dimension as exploratory and others 

place it as an end result in their models. Moreover researchers have rarely considered impact of 

nationality on destination image perception. Considering the confusion regarding number, 

definition and hierarchy of dimensions constructing destination image, this research is targeting to 

bring clarity and provide empirical evidence that destination image is constructed by three 

dimensional (cognitive, affective, conative) as suggested by social psychologists and although 

there are variances in destination image perception of different nationalities an integrated  

measurement scale can be tested for invariance under “nationality” constraint with multigroup 

confirmatory factor analysis. Researchers agree that the significance attributed to destinations vary 

between nationalities (Kozak, 2002; Beerli and Martin, 2004a; Martin and Bosque, 2008; Stylos et 

al., 2017). 

The measurement scale developed in this research considers 3 dimensional structure of 

destination image as suggested by Gartner (1993) and Agpito et al., (2013). Utilization of parceling 

technique enables the measurement scale to present sub scales for cognitive component, items for 

affective and conative components. This mixed approach provides depth of further analysis to the 

scale as suggested by Stylisid et al., (2017) 

Furthermore the structured measurement scale development process suggested by Churhill 

(1979) is implemented and invariance of scale for 3 different nationalities is confirmed by multi-

group confirmatory analysis. To the best of our knowledge this research is unique due to afore 

mentioned contributions to literature.  
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CHAPTER I 

1. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

1.1. Destination Image Concept 

Destination image concept is one of the core areas drawing attention of researchers due to 

its importance in destination selection decision making process. Analysis of destination image from 

different perspectives has contributed a great understanding of how the destination image is 

formed; sources of destination image building; implications of personal factors and motivations on 

destination image;  the impact of tourists’ experience and familiarity with destination and/or with 

similar type of holiday making. (Russel and Pratt, 1980; Fayeke and Crompton, 1991; Gartner, 

1993; Baloglu and McClearly, 1999; Baloglu and Mangaloglu,2001; Baloglu, 2001; Echtner and 

Richie, 2003; Beerli and Martin, 2004a,b; Pike and Ryan, 2004; Agapito et al., 2013; Stylos et al, 

2016,2017; Stylidis et al., 2017). 

Literature review suggests, different researchers have described destination image from 

different perspectives depending on their focus of research and area of expertise.  

• Russel and Pratt (1980) have tried to reveal the perceptual cognitive and affective meaning 

of tourist’s attribute to destination. They believed the initial response is affective and thus 

focused on developing an affective map of qualifications a tourist attributes to a destination. 

Their study suggests that 4 vectors are sufficient to map the affective positioning of a 

destination namely: Pleasant-Unpleasant; Relaxing-Distressing; Arousing-Sleepy; 

Exciting-Gloomy.   

• Fayeke and Crompton (1991) suggest, the tourists who have never been to a destination 

have some kind of information about the destination. Actual visit to destination tourist will 

develop a more complex image of the destination based on personal experience. Gartner 

(1993) has mainly focused on agents of destination image formation and suggested that 

destination image has three distinctly different, hierarchically ordered and interrelated 

dimensions namely: cognitive, affective, and conative. Baloglu & McClearly (1999) is 

focused on destination image formation process affected by personal and stimulus factors 

and suggests that destination image is an attitudinal construct based on tourist’s 

representation of knowledge (cognitive), feelings (affective) and holistic (overall) 

impressions of a destination. Beerli & Martin (2004a; 2004b) have focused on 
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understanding and conceptualizing the relationship between components of destination 

image. They have utilized semantic differential vectors developed by Russel and Pratt to 

measure affective component but for cognitive component they have developed a 

comprehensive list of attributes to measure cognitive aspects of destination image.  

• Pike and Ryan (2004) has combined cognitive, affective and conative dimensions of 

destination image in their study and stated that conative image can be assessed with 

intention or action due to its behavioral intent. 

• Agapito et al., (2013) has defined conative component with 2 behavioral aspects; intention 

to revisit the destination; intention to recommend or positive word of mouth promotion of 

the destination to others. 

• Stylos et al., (2016; 2017) draws attention to negligence of studies about conative 

component of destination image and emphasizes the interrelation between cognitive-

affective-conative components of destination image.  

• Stylidis et al (2017) have examined the relationship between the cognitive, affective and 

overall image and distinct effect of each image component on overall image. 

 

 Below review presented in Table 1.1 provides a chronological overview of the research related 

to destination image: 
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Table 1.1 Chronological literature regarding destination image 
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Above literature review provides an overview about the consensus on multidimensionality 

of destination image as well as the disagreement in the number of dimensions, interrelation of 

dimensions, hierarchy of the dimension and accompanying factors like motivations, information 

sources, familiarity, socio-demographic factors.  

The 3 comprehensive literature review papers (Pike, 2002; Pike, 2007; Lee et al., 2015) 

listed above represent development of destination image concept related research and publications 

between years 1973-2011. This comprehensive list provides evidence that researchers have much 

work to do until a widely accepted destination image model is constructed. The consensus has been 

achieved on the first two dimensions of destination image which are: cognitive/perceptual (related 

with facts, knowledge, beliefs about the destination) and affective (feelings, emotions related to a 

destination). Whereas with respect to conative dimension, there is still a lack of consensus about 

definition; whether it is an intention to visit/revisit or it is consideration of visit and also does 

conative component cover intention to recommend and/or positive word of mouth to others. Also 

there are further discussions about loyalty, satisfaction in conjunction with conative dimension. 

Place attachment, place dependence are still very new concepts and recently appeared in the 

literature.  

Although tourism and hospitality is one of the most international and multicultural sectors, 

the impact of nationality on destination image perception is widely ignored by researchers until 

recently. (Kozak, 2002; Beerli and Martin, 2004; Stylidis et al., 2017; Martin and Bosque, 2008) 

Cross cultural and cross destinations image studies require collaboration of researchers in the same 

field focusing on same aspects of destination image in other parts of the world.  

1.2. Attitude Based Destination Image Studies 

Social psychology claims that there are three attitudinal dimensions namely: cognitive 

(what people know and believe about it), affective (what people feel about it) and conative (what 

people do about it) (Aranson et al., 2010). 

The image concept is considered to be an attitudinal construct of cognitive, affective and 

conative dimensions. (Agapito et al., 2013; Gartner, 1993; Stylos et al, 2017) Each dimension casts 

light on different faces of the “destination image triangular prism”. Analyzing dimensions 

separately in an integrated scale is the target of this research. 

These 3 dimensions illuminate the understanding of “overall destination image” and 

summation of these three dimensions is greater than the overall. The observed attributes of these 
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three dimensions guide us describing the “overall destination image”. Figure 1.1 below presents 

the triangular prism of destination image measurement scale based on 3 dimensions namely; 

cognitive, conative and affective dimensions of destination image suggested by author. 

 

 

Figure 1.1 Overall Destination Image Triangular Prism and It’s Dimensions Suggested by Author 

 

1.2.1. Cognitive Image 

Cognitive image is based on tourist’s own knowledge and beliefs about the destination. It 

is derived from facts and evaluation of known attributes of a destination. Even at pre-visit stage a 

tourist has a cognition about the destination based on several information sources (Gartner, 1993, 

Fayeke and Crompton, 1991) and also based on personal experience and familiarity with similar 

styles of holidays (Baloglu, 2001). Cognition is summation of what is known about destination in 

other words it comprises of knowledge, beliefs and awareness regardless of the amount and depth 

of information available. Most studies in tourism destination image analysis the cognitive 

component of destination image based on physical and tangible attributes or the place. (Pike & 

Ryan, 2004)  Collection of cognitive (tangible) attributes from literature and suggested attributes 

by author are presented in Table 1.2 below 
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Table 1.2  Cognitive Image Attributes 

 

Table 1.1 -  COGNITIVE ATTRIBUTES

# Natural Resources # Touristic attractions

1 Climate 45 Tourist Activities (amusement parks, theme parks)

2 Temperature 46 Entertainment and sports activities 

3 Rainfall 47 Golf, fishing, hunting, skiing, scuba diving, etc. 

4 Humidity 48 Water parks 

5 Hours of sunshine 49 Zoos  

6 Beaches 50 Trekking  

7 Quality of seawater 51 Adventure activities 

8 Sandy or rocky beaches 52 Casinos

9 Length of the beaches 53 Night life

10 Overcrowding of beaches 54 Shopping

11 Wealth of countryside 55 Local tours and excursions

12 Nature reserves (Lakes, mountains, deserts, etc.) (*) 56 Cultural/ historic attractions 

13 Beauty of the scenery 57 Festival, concerts, etc. 

14 Variety and uniqueness of flora and fauna 58 Handicraft

15 Unpolluted/Unspoiled Environment 59 Folklore

60 Religion

# Tourist Infrastructure 61 Customs and ways of life

16 Accommodation 62 Attractiveness of the cities and towns

17 Number of beds (*) 63 Fruit and vegetable bazars

18 Categories (*) 64 Spice shops

19 Quality

(*) 20 Ease of accommodation finding # Social Environment / Atmosphere

21 Suitable accommodation 65 Hospitality and friendliness of the local residents 

22 Restaurants 66 Crowding 

23 Number (*) 67 Different natioanlities visiting destination (friendly/unfriendly)

24 Categories 68 Air and noise pollution 

25 Quality 69 Traffic congestion 

26 Bars, discotheques and clubs 70 Underprivilege and poverty 

27 Ease of access to destination 71 Local food / Gastronomy 

(*) 28 Availability of direct flights 72 Quality of life 

(*) 29 Duration of flight 73 Language barriers 

30 Tourist centers (*) 74 Kidsclub in visitor language

31 Network of tourist information (*) 75 Alphabeth in signage

32 Service quality 76 Luxurious

33 Hygene and Cleanliness 77 Fashionable

78 Place with a good reputation

# Political Factors 79 Family-oriented destination

34 Political stability 80 Exotic

35 Personal safety 81 Mystic

36 Political tendencies (*) 82 Prestigious

(*) 37 Visa requirements 83 Attractive or interesting

(*) 84 Lots to see and do

# Economic Factors

38 Economic development # General Infrastructure 

39 Crime rate 85 Development and quality of roads, airports and ports 

40 Terrorist attacks 86 Private and public transport facilities

41 Prices 87 Development of health services 

42 Value for money 88 Development of telecommunications

(*) 43 Currency convertibility 89 Development of commercial infrastructures

(*) 44 Foreign exchange rates 90 Extent of building development 

Source: Beerli and Martin, (2004); Baloglu and McClearly, (1999); Staylos et al. (2016, 2017); Stylidis et al., (2017); (*) are suggestions of author
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1.2.2. Affective Image 

Unlike cognitive component where destination image is a construct of reasoning; affective 

component is the emotional construct of destination image based on intangible attributes, feelings. 

Beerli & Martin (2004a; 2004b) agrees that image concept formation is a consequence of two 

closely interrelated dimensions of cognitive/perceptive evaluation of knowledge and beliefs of a 

place and affective appraisal of feelings towards the place. 

The hierarchical relation between cognitive and affective dimensions of destination image 

has been discussed since Russel and Pratt (1980) has suggested segregation of cognitive and 

affective dimension. Baloglu and McClearly (1999) has supported the cognitive-affective two 

dimensional model and concluded that “affective responses are formed as a function of the 

cognitive responses“(p.217)  

Russel and Pratt (1980) has evaluated the vast variety of affective descriptors available in 

English language and developed a scale to measure the affective quality of a physical environment. 

The bipolar semantic differential scale called affective response grid developed by Russel and Pratt 

(1980) is presented below in figure 1.2 

 

 

Figure 1.2 Affective Response Grid by Russel and Pratt, 1990 
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1.2.3. Conative Image 

Recent studies have shown that researchers have understood that conative image as a 

distinct construct of destination image is irreplaceable and indispensable to understand perceived 

destination image. (Stylidis et al., 2017; Stylos et al., 2016, 2017; Pike & Ryan, 2004) 

First time in year 1993 attribute-based destination image concept developed by Gartner 

(1993) suggested that destination images are developed by three interrelated components namely 

cognitive, affective, and conative. His hierarchical relation claim was these three components 

affecting in the sequence and order as such: cognitive > affective > conative. 

Without hierarchical view, Pearce (2005) mentions a hidden element of the conative / 

behavioral intention component which is rarely discussed in destination image studies. He suggests 

that envisioning oneself participating in activities is a clear sign of conative perception and 

proposes to measure this muted component by intention questions like visit/revisit. 

Agapito et al, (2013), has highlighted that there is very limited research on the conative 

component of destination image such as declaration of intentions to visit/revisit and intention to 

recommend. Agapito et al., (2013) expresses the conative component as a combination of cognitive 

component (what one thinks and knows about a destination) and affective component (how tourists 

feels about the destination) resulting in conative component of image (how tourist acts using this 

information and feelings) as willingness to act/react positively towards the destination. Thus a 

conative component is affected from cognitive and affective image components. 

Stylos et al., (2016; 2017) claims that cognitive image and affective image of a destination 

represents tourist’s subjective perceptions of destination characteristics whereas conative image 

reflects desired future situation as reflection of tourist’s desires. Thus definition of conative image 

in study of Stylos et al., is not related with intention to visit/revisit or recommend. 

This study measures conative image perception with both intention to visit and willingness 

to recommend it to other (Pike & Ryan, 2004; Stylidis et al., 2017). 

1.2.4. Overall Image 

While studying cognitive, affective and conative dimensions of destination image 

separately to understand the underlying factors and complexity or overall image, Echtner and 

Ritchie (1993) introduces a holistic view of the destination image where the three dimensions of 

destination image stated above namely cognitive, affective and conative all contribute to the 

formation of overall destination image which is considered to be greater than the sum of its parts. 
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To the best of our knowledge, there are only three studies considering all three components 

of image for measurement and understanding of tourists' destination image perception. Bigne et 

al.(2009) focused on cognitive image impact upon intention to recommend via overall image, while 

Stylos et al. (2016; 2017) and Agapito et al., (2013) have recognized cognitive, affective and 

conative dimensions as explanatory factors of overall destination image.  

This study suggests that the combined examination of cognitive-affective-conative 

destination image leads to more solid constructs for destination image perception. 

Study of Beerli and Martin (2004a), mainly focused on German (42% of total sample) and 

British tourists (29% of total sample); covering cognitive, affective and overall image dimensions, 

reveals that cultural factors of tourists from different country of origins have different image 

perception.  

Similarly the results of study by Stylos et al., (2017) covering cognitive, affective and 

conative dimensions of image perception of Russian and British tourists visiting Greece confirms 

that there are significant differences between nationalities.  

The model of Stylos et al., (2017) presented below in figure 1.3 suggests that Cognitive 

destination image, affective destination image and conative destination image have an impact on 

overall destination image where nationality plays a differentiation role. 

 

 

Figure 1.3 Destination Image Perception Measurement Model of Stylos et al., 2017 
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CHAPTER II 

2. METHODOLOGY 

2.1. Study Settings 

As per Highlights 2017 report of UNWTO dated July 2017, International Tourist arrivals 

have reached to 1,322 Million PAX and tourism receipts reached to 1,220 Billion USD. Europe 

alone represents 671 Million tourist arrivals (51%) and 447 Billion USD tourism receipts (37%). 

Within Europe, UNWTO defines southern Mediterranean Europe region comprising of Portugal, 

Spain, Italy, Dalmatian countries, Greece and Turkey. This region represents 228 Billion PAX 

tourist arrivals (18%) and 175 Billion USD tourism receipts (14%). Based on same report, tourist 

arrivals in 2017 have increased by 7% which is the highest growth rate within the last seven years. 

This growth is mainly led by Mediterranean destinations, including Turkey, which grew by 8% 

above year 2016. 

Turkey has a special place in growth of tourism in Mediterranean region. The Russian-

Turkish political restlessness resulting in banning of all flights to Turkey in year 2016 resulted in 

a severe decrease of tourist arrivals to Turkey in year 2016. In year 2017 Russian tourist arrivals 

recovered but German tourist arrivals decreased due to German-Turkish political restlessness. 

Nevertheless in year 2017 tourist arrivals to Turkey has increased by 17% and consequently tourist 

arrivals to Antalya has increased by 8% reaching to 13,4 Million Tourist arrivals as presented in 

Table 2.1 below. 

Antalya has 2 airports which are AYT (Antalya Airport) located 10 km east of Antalya city 

and GZP (Gazipaşa Airport) located in Gazipaşa near Alanya. The core income sources of Antalya 

region are agriculture and tourism.  Antalya Airport is the third busiest airport for total passenger 

traffic and second busiest airport for international passenger traffic in Turkey as presented in Table 

2.1 below. 

Antalya is located in south of Turkey by Mediterranean Sea and has 500 km of coast line 

(640 km if curves of bays are considered between Kaş and Alanya). Antalya destination is 

dominated by 3S tourism namely Sun, Sea, Sand destination operating mainly between 1 April – 

30 October. Antalya airport monthly statistics data of last 11 years suggest that 90% of total year 

tourist arrivals are between 1 April and 30 October as presented in Table 2.2 below 
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Antalya toruism studies cast a light on tourist profile, and its expectations from the region 

as a touristic destination. Country of origin is one of the main variables of these researchers used 

to differentiate the perception of tourists visitng Antalya. (Aktas et al., 2003; Ozdemir et al., 2012)  

These three source markets (Germany, Russia and UK) are selected due to their importance 

in terms of current traffic as well as expected growth potential. The research made by Karabulut 

(2014) published in AKTOB Research Publications state that Germany and UK generates 52% of 

room-nights generated by EU. Thus these two countries are the main source markets for holiday 

destinations like Turkey. In year 2013 visitors from Germany and UK have generated 27,5% of 

touristic room-nights in Turkey. On the other hand Russia has become a major source market 

during the last decade and in year 2013 Russian visitors have generated 17% of touristic room-

nights in Turkey. 

Table 2.3 below presents weight of the selected three source markets for Turkey as well as 

Antalya passenger volume travelling by airways. The first 5 nationalities dominating Antalya 

region are Russian Federation, Germany, Ukraine, Turkish and British citizens travelling to 

Turkey. Turkish citizens are mainly coming from central European countries such as Germany, 

Austria, Switzerland and Netherlands and they are actually living in these source countries but have 

Turkish origins.  
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Table 2.1 Arriving and Departing Passenger Traffic of Airports in Turkey for Years 2016 and 2017 

 

Table 2.2 Seasonality of International Passenger Arrivals to Antalya 

 

1
8
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In year 2016 Russian passenger traffic experienced a severe drop due to banned flights from 

Russia to Turkey after political restlessness between Turkey and Russian governments due to 

Russian air force crash in November 2015. But recovery of Russian passenger traffic in 2017 is 

remarkable. The absolute number of Russian tourists reached to 3,663,484 PAX which 29% more 

than 2015 and 646% more than year 2016. In year 2017, 78% of all Russian tourists visiting Turkey 

preferred Antalya. Passenger volume form UK is rather steady and 21% of British tourists visiting 

Turkey preferred Antalya as holiday destination. 

44% of German tourists visiting Turkey preferred Antalya as holiday destination in year 

2017. In year 2017, 1.579.840 German tourists visited Antalya which is 20% less than year 2016 

and 52% less than year 2015. The decrease is worth investigating. Although German outbound 

tourism has grown by 4% (UNWTO 2017 highlights) Turkey and Antalya experienced a severe 

drop in passenger traffic from German source market. 

Table 2.3 Passenger Traffic From Germany, UK and Russian Federation to Turkey and Antalya 

 

Although British Tourists are more experienced outbound tourists compared to Germans 

(Kozak and Martin, 2012), German Tourists have been the most experienced tourists with highest 

repeat rate of visit to Antalya region. German Source market is the first international market that 

discovered Antalya as tourism destination in early 80s. German Tourists’ primary reason for travel 

is to relax, escape from stress and have free time alone (Kozak and Martin 2012). Mass tourism 

destination with all-inclusive facilities and guaranteed sun are the primary reasons why German 

tourists prefer Antalya. As presented in above Table 2.3, 44% of Germans visiting Turkey preferred 

Antalya in year 2017. 

British tourists on the other hand, have an important volume in total Turkish tourism with 

a lower weight for Antalya region. As presented in Table 2.3 above, only 21% of British tourists 

visiting Turkey in 2017 preferred Antalya where as 44% of Germans travelling to Turkey preferred 

Antalya as holiday destination. Traditionally British source market prefer Aegean coastline of 
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Turkey rather than Mediterranean coast line mainly due to milder sun and boutique hotels where 

British tourists can blend into the culture enjoy cafes, night life and local culture. (Kozak and 

Martin, 2012). British tourists’ motivations to travel are knowledge seeking, family and friend 

togetherness, escape, having fun and mixing with others. (Stylos et al, 2017) 

Russian Federation source market has gained importance during the last two decades after 

Russian Federation has been liberalized and increased disposal income. Antalya provides 

guaranteed sun, no visa requirements, lower package prices compared to other 3S destinations and 

ease of access with frequent charter flights for Russian tourists. Travelling abroad for Russian 

tourist is a status enhancing luxury. The primary reasons for travel for Russian tourists are need to 

be viewed as stylish, confident and tasteful; shopping; sightseeing; go away from climate and meet 

with friendly people and enjoy the higher service quality. (Kozak and Martin 2012). Russian 

tourists are less experienced tourists compared to Germans and British tourists as they started 

massively travelling abroad after 2000s and they prefer favorable weather, affordable price, good 

feedback from family and friends, friendly local people, excellent service, variety/quality of food 

and drinks and feeling of freedom as their choice criteria for destination selection (Stylos et al., 

2017). 

As the World Travel Monitor results based on first 8 months of 2016 indicates, worldwide 

outbound travel market grew by 3.9%, despite the political restlessness and terrorist attacks. During 

the first 8 months of 2017 world travel market has doubled the growth rate and reached to 7% (ITB 

2018). 

In year 2016 European outbound travel market grew by 2.5%, thanks to high growth rates 

from the UK (+6%) and Germany (+4%). (ITB 2017). In year 2017 European outbound travel 

volume grew by 8% and expected to grow by 4% in 2018. Expected growth form UK in 2018 is 

6% and from Germany is 2%.(ITB 2018) In year 2016 Russian outbound travel market grew by 

6%. (ITB 2017). With and extraordinary growth in year 2017 Russian travel market grew by an 

18% and expected to grow 6% in year 2018 (ITB 2018) In Europe, the UK, Germany and France 

jointly account for about 10-12% of Muslim outbound travel spending. Turkey and Iran are other 

significant markets (ITB 2018). 

Selection of Russian, German and British tourists shall give us a good indication about 

major source markets’ image perception of Antalya region as Holiday destination. Table 2.4.and 

Table 2.5 below is presenting the volume of inbound travels form these three source markets to 

Antalya and their development during the last 15 years.  
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WTM (World Travel Market) 2017 Industry Report states that 79% of industry respondents 

are planning to sign contracts with business partners in Turkey. From British travel market dealers 

point of view, due to similar climate, Italy, Spain, Greece, Turkey, Tunisia, Egypt are competing 

for the same target market and political stability, personal safety of the destination is the criteria of 

winning destination. The political restlessness in some of these competing countries is causing the 

passenger to favor the more stable countries with the same climate.  

Bosque and Martin (2008) suggest that culture is a factor that could be used to filter the 

tourists’ perception of a destination. Culture is a collection of beliefs, values, habits, ideas and 

norms of persons. All values, ideas and practices in a culture establish the “socially acceptable 

reality” and destination reality is perceived through these filters.  

Kozak (2002) conducted his research to determine if motivational differences existed 

between tourists from the same country visiting two different geographical destinations (Mallorca 

and Turkey) and across those from two different countries (Germany and UK) visiting the same 

destination. 

Stylos et al (2017) demonstrates that Russian and Britishs tourists visiting Greece have 

different destination image perceptions of the same destination. 

Beerli and Martin (2004a) expressed that in order to understand the relationship between 

tourists' motivations and destination image, researchers must look deeper into tourists' level of 

experience and socio-demographic characteristics, social class and especially country of origin 

(German tourists represent 42% and British tourists represent 29% of total sample size) 

Kozak and Martin (2012) have looked into tourist profiles from Russia and Germany to 

understand their impressions and intentions about visiting Turkey. 

Under the light of above tourism statistics, it’s evident that Germany and UK are two 

considerably big source markets for continental and non-continental Europe and Russia alone is a 

significant market from north Eurasia. Germany representing “central European source market”, 

UK representing “non-continental European source market” and Russia representing “northern 

Eurasian source market” have different cultural values and different criterion for holiday making. 

All three nationalities communality is selection of Antalya Region as holiday destination but do 

they share the same destination image is the question this measurement scale is targeting to answer.  
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Table 2.4 Tourist Arrivals From Germany, Russian Federation and UK to Antalya Airport between years 2002-2017

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1 Development of Passenger Traffic from Germany, Russian Federation and UK to Antalya Airport Between Years 2002-2017 
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Table 2.5 Percentage Weight of Tourists from Germany, Russian Federation and UK Source Markets to Antalya Airport Between years 2002-2017 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2 Development of Percentage Weight of German, UK and Russian Source Markets in Total Tourist Arrivals to Antalya Airport Airport 
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2.2. Sampling 

The survey took place at the Antalya International Airport (AYT) during July – October 

2017 and focused on international tourists departing to UK, Germany and Russian Federation from 

Antalya Airport International Terminals 1 and 2 at departure hall and gate area.  

To reduce coverage error, only passengers who appeared to be older than 17 waiting in the 

que for check-in for flights to UK, Germany and Russian federation at departure hall and 

passengers waiting in the gate for boarding for flights to these 3 countries are approached and 

requested to participate in this survey by using mall intercept method. Similar to shopping malls, 

travelers act in groups. When researchers approached to a passenger requesting him/her to 

participate in our survey, the members of his/her travel party also paid attention to the researcher 

and one picked the role of filling the questionnaire. Request is communicated in native language 

of the source market to ease acceptance. Respondents are assured that the participation is voluntary 

and the results will be anonymous. Tourists who agreed to participate are given a copy of the 

questionnaire in their language on a clipboard and a pen to provide their responses. Questionnaires 

typically took approximately 3-4 min to complete. No reward has been given to respondents. 

Researchers followed two methods in departure hall for approaching to respondents: method one: 

the passengers were in the terminal but check-in counter was not open yet so they were standing in 

the que nothing else to do so researcher walked in between the parallel ques in front of check-in 

desk and requested participation, method two: if check-in counter is operating the first 15-20 

passengers are concentrated to give their luggage and therefore passengers starting from 15-20 

onwards are requested to participate by walking in between the parallel check-in ques. At the gate 

area randomly rows of seats are selected and researchers approached to passengers seated waiting 

for boarding. The survey took place in different hours of the day and on different days of the week 

to assure further randomness. On the average 30-40 questionnaires are collected form each flight 

and average seat capacity of narrow body aircrafts is 170-180 which represents 17-24% response 

from each flight.  

Data collection technique used is self-administered questionnaire which is the most 

common used instrument of data collection in attitude based image perception measurement 

studies. It is considered to be unbiased and efficient as it is anonymous, self-administration without 

any time pressure or award winning ambition is assuring the answers free from biases. Also this 

quantitative technique of data collection is free from researcher’s biases. Each day researchers, 
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who are research assistants at Antalya Bilim University and at the same time PhD students at 

Akdeniz University, collected the filled questionnaires in envelopes and each envelope is marked 

for date, destination, airline and terminal. In case of common check-in of airlines, several flights 

are combined in one envelope. 

After scanning the questionnaires for completeness, data entry is made by researcher, 

researcher’s family members, students and research assistants free of charge. The quality of data 

entry is tested by random sampling form each envelope. Missing data and don’t know answers are 

replaced with maximum likelihood linear interpolation method. (Engel et al., 2003) 

The bottom up sample size calculation for all three source markets is calculated to be 22 

cognitive + 4 affective + 3 conative questions in total 29 items and with 1:10 ratio required sample 

size per nationality would be 290. Top down sample size calculation with 5% error margin, 95% 

confidence and p=q based on passenger arrivals at Antalya both in year 2015 (before political 

restlessness between Russia and Turkey) and in year 2016 requires 384 respondents from each 

nationality. The representativeness of sample size is (454 UK, 521 DE and 520 RU) assured by 

sampling error of less than 4,6% for each nationality. Demographics as presented in Table 2.6.  

 

  



26 
 

Table 2.6 Demographic Profile of Respondents (N= 1495) 

 



27 
 

2.3. Study Instrument 

Scale development steps outlined by Churchill (1979) presented in figure 2.3 below is used 

as guideline for developing a measurement scale to measure destination image based on three 

attitudinal components (cognitive, affective, conative). 

 

 

Figure 2.3 Procedure for Developing Measurement Scales by Churchill, 1979 

 

2.3.1. Specifying Domain Construct 

Literature on cognitive destination image and attributes to use as measurement criteria is 

quite rich. The collection of attributes, elimination of duplications has led to development of a list 

with 90 attributes as presented in table 1.1.  
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Affective map of qualifications developed by Russel and Pratt (1980) is used as the starting 

point of affective dimension scale development.. The 4 bipolar vectors presented in figure 1.2. are 

suggested to position the affective perception of destination image consisting of Pleasant-

Unpleasant; Relaxing-Distressing; Arousing-Sleepy; Exciting-Boring. (i.e. 1=pleasant and 

7=unpleasant). This study considered 4 vectors as suggested by Russel and Pratt (1980) and used 

several researchers’ (Russel and Pratt, 1980; Baloglu and Brinberg, 1997; Baloglu and McClearly, 

1999; Pike and Ryan, 2004; Stylidis et al., 2017) vector names as item pool. 

Unfortunately conative component of destination image is almost ignored by researchers 

during the last 25 years since Gartner (1993) have proposed that destination image has cognitive, 

affective and conative components. Conative etymology stems from Latin word conation which 

means “act of attempting”. Conative, as opposed to cognitive and affective, relates to purposeful 

action. Thanks to Agapito (2013) who described the conative component as willingness to act/react 

positively towards the destination and Stylidis et al., (2017) who suggest that conative destination 

image is the intention to revisit the destination as well as their willingness to recommend it to 

others. 

Self-administered questionnaires with LK7 type answers is commonly used in hospitality 

research. As Pike (2007) suggests don’t know answer is included in questionnaire to avoid 

uninformed answers. 

2.3.2. General Sample of Items 

Following extensive literature review, the list of attributes is reviewed and scrutinized by 

an academic council consisting of researcher, faculty members of college of tourism in Antalya 

Bilim University and Akdeniz University. Following academic council review, the list of attributes 

is shared with tourism experts from Germany, Russia and UK as well as research department of 

Frankfurt airport operator FRAPORT. Qualitative interviews with tourism experts have provided 

deeper insight of the construct. Don’t know answer is added to questionnaire avoid uninformed 

answers and/or missing data as suggested by Pike (2007). 

2.3.2.1. Cognitive Dimension 

The selected attributes are reviewed by a second group of academicians at ABU who are 

native in English language for further scrutinization and finally 22 attributes for cognitive 
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dimension is found as optimum list of attributes as presented in Table 2.7 The respective authors 

who suggested these attributes are listed in the same table for reference. 

There are 7 sub-groups of cognitive components namely; natural resources, general 

infrastructure, tourist infrastructure, touristic attractions, economic factors, political factors and 

social environment. Later these groups will be subject to item parceling in this study. For cognitive 

dimension these parcels, instead of items, will be used as the indicators of the destination image. 

2.3.2.2. Affective Dimension 

Similar to cognitive dimension scale development process, these 4 bipolar vectors used by 

several researchers (Russel and Pratt, 1980; Baloglu and Brinberg, 1997; Baloglu and McClearly, 

1999; Pike and Ryan, 2004; Stylidis et al., 2017) are also reviewed by chamber of academicians as 

item pool from literature. Academicians with native English language skills, suggested to replace 

word “sleepy” with “calm” and “arousing” with “lively” as development of scale suggested by 

Russel and Pratt (1980). Final version used for questionnaire is presented in table 2.7. 

2.3.2.3. Conative Dimension 

Conative dimension, as opposed to cognitive and affective, relates to purposeful action 

following literature review, researched developed 7 questions for conative image measurement. 

Similar to cognitive scale and affective scale development process these questions are also 

reviewed by chamber of academicians and the number of questions is reduced to 3 as presented in 

Table 2.7 

The first question “I recommend to make holiday in Antalya-Region.” is measuring the 

intention of respondents’ willingness to recommend. The second “It is very likely that I will spend 

another holiday in Antalya Region again within the next two to three years.” and third questions “I 

consider Antalya Region to be my first holiday choice in the Mediterranean Sea Region.” are 

measuring the respondents consideration to make holiday in Antalya region. 

2.3.3. Pilot Study to Collect Initial Data 

The questionnaire is firstly developed in English language due to the fact that literature was 

mainly available in English language. The pilot study is conducted with 18 senior tourism students 

in ABU. The students are requested to fill the form online. After filling the form the researcher has 

used one lecture hour to collect students’ suggestions for improvement in format and wording. 
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Considering 50% of senior tourism students at ABU are from different nationalities other than 

Turkish and 50% is Turkish, the language proofing gave comfort to the researcher. Please take note 

that education language of ABU College of Tourism is English.  

2.3.4. Purifying Measurement Construct 

Following online pilot study, the questionnaire on paper is designed, tested for readability 

and efficient space usage. The printed questionnaire is targeted to be 1 page two sided. The initial 

designs of questionnaire are reviewed by the chamber of academicians for improvement.  

The questionnaire in English is translated to German by 2 native Germans and proof reading 

is done by Frankfurt Airport Research Department in Frankfurt. The translation to Russian is made 

by 2 Russian colleagues and proof reading is made by native Russian lecturers at ABU. The 

translations are compared and better wording of translation is selected after discussing the 

meanings of words thoroughly. Then the translation is sent back to translators for confirmation. 

2.3.5. Second Pilot Study and Further Purification of Construct 

As a next step researcher printed questionnaires and applied to 52 Germans and 58 Russians 

on 4 July 2017 at Antalya airport. The data entry of these 110 pilot questionnaires led to elimination 

of two questions “what is the name of your hotel” and “ which tour operator did you book your 

travel” These questions were mostly left blank mainly due to alphabet barrier for Russians. The 

tour operator question is replaced with “where did you mainly book your travel: (1) Travel agency, 

(2) Online portal, (3) Other”  

Also the nationality question is revised as presented below to ease answering and coding.  

The English version answers: ( ) British, ( ) Other.  

The Russian version answers: ( ) Russian, ( ) Other.  

The German version answers: ( ) German, ( ) Other.  

This provided speed as the respondent only ticked respective nationality box and also 

provided ease of data entry eliminating unreadable manuscript problem.  

22 cognitive, 3 conative and 4 affective items consisting of 29 items for these 110 

questionnaires of pilot study present ,904 Cronbach alpha; inter item correlations above 0,3 

threshold; KMO ,821 and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is significant at ,95 level. Therefore no 

changes made to cognitive, affective and conative items of the questionnaire. 
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Another format improvement made after pilot study is about print font size. As the 

respondents mainly declined to participate to questionnaire claiming that their eyeglasses are in the 

luggage, researcher paid a closer attention to biggest possible font size to improve readability. 

After the pilot study and consecutive improvements made, the questionnaire is sent to 

colleagues from academia and colleagues from tourism industry in US, Germany and Russia for 

final comments. Only few suggestion arrived all related to format and these are incorporated to 

questionnaire before final implementation. 

2.3.6. Execution of Survey and Collection of Data 

Detailed explanation of sampling and execution of survey is presented in topic 2.2 

Sampling. 

2.3.7. Assessment of Reliability 

Suggestion of Churchill (1979) to review coefficient alpha and factor analysis is pursued. 

Cronbach alpha is the most commonly used indicator measuring reliability and strength of 

consistency.  Cronbach Alpha can take values between 0 and 1. The closer alpha is to 1 the stronger 

the consistency of data. George and Mallery (2003) recommended the following acceptance limits 

and their strengths: α > .9 Excellent, > .8 Good, > .7 Acceptable, > .6 Questionable, > .5 Poor, and 

< .5 Unacceptable.  

Cronbach alpha value of N=745 data set containing 22 cognitive, 3 conative and 4 affective 

items consisting of 29 items 0,933 indicates excellent strength. (Cronbach, 1951, George & 

Mallery, 2003) 

Kurtosis is acceptable at ±3 as the kurtosis for a standard normal distribution is 3 (BPI 

Consulting, 2016). The item “Climate” is highly kurtotic with 5,075 and “family oriented” is 

slightly kurtotic with 3,166 value. Neither of these items is excluded at this stage as parceling 

technique will enable these items to stay in the analysis when aggregated. The remaining items 

other than climate and family oriented are within acceptable limit of ±3 

The values for skewness between -2 and +2 are considered as acceptable limits as proof of 

normal distribution (George & Mallery, 2010). The survey yields all items ±2 for skewness which 

is within acceptable limits for normal distribution 

https://www.itl.nist.gov/div898/handbook/eda/section3/eda3661.htm
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2.3.8. Assessment of Validity 

Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMO) value which corresponds to adequacy of sample size for 

analysis and correlations between items is calculated as 0,941 which is greater than 0,90 indicating 

that the data set of N=745 is excellent for factor analysis. (Kaiser 1974) 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity tests validity and suitability of the responses. In other words it’s 

an indicator that the responses are from populations with equal variances. Taking a 95% level of 

Significance, α = 0.05 p-value (Sig.).000 < 0.05 is adequate. (DeVellis, 2003) 

How accurately this survey is measuring what it’s trying to measure is reviewed carefully 

by looking at several validity assurance as listed below: 

Content validity: To assure coverage of relevant attributes of each dimension or 

destination image, literature review generated item pool is scrutinized by chamber of academicians. 

Translation phase with tourism experts also assured completeness of relevant attributes are 

included in the questionnaire. This destination image measurement scale asseses the destination 

image from all three dimensions of attitude: cognitive - affective - conative. 

Construct validity: In order to assure construct validity, the researcher have made an 

extensive literature review to gather dimensions of destination image and decided to use all three 

dimensions namely cognitive, affective and conative. The literature does not consider any other 

dimension for destination image perception measurement. In fact literature is rarely considering all 

these 3 dimensions at the same time.  

Face validity: All the items in the questionnaire are reviewed by tourism experts during 

translation and also the questionnaire items are reviewed by chamber of academicians during 

selection of items from the item pool generated by literature review. 

External validity: this research covers one central Europe, one non-continental Europe and 

one Northern Eurasian source market where all three nationalities are among the top ranking 

visitors to Antalya region and the selection of these 3 nationalities is assuring representativeness 

of 3 distinctly different nationalities’ image perception of Antalya region as holiday destination.  

Internal validity: Based on literature review, destination image perception is a construct 

of cognitive, affective and conative attributes. This research is measuring overall destination image 

from all 3 dimensions. 

Language validity: As presented under topic “development of" questionnaire” the 

questionnaire is firstly developed in English Language mainly due to two factors: (1) literature 
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available in English and (2) English is the common language researcher can communicate with 

German and Russian experts. Translations from English to German and Russian Languages are 

performed by several native tourism experts and comparison of these individual translations is 

made by native speakers at ABU to assure language validity. After comparing several translations, 

the selected wording for each language then again sent back to translators for confirmation. 

2.3.9. Development of Norms 

Assessing the position of the respondent to a destination image attribute is possible by 

comparing the score with others. Technically this is called norm development. The quality of norm 

depends on both the number of cases on which the average is based and their representativeness. 

The larger the number of cases, the more stable the norms are and the more definitive the 

conclusions the survey can assess will be.  This study targets to develop a measurement scale 

integrating all three dimensions of destination image and test this measurement scale for invariance 

under nationality constraint.  
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Table 2.7 Measurement Scale and Literature Source 
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CHAPTER III  

3. FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

Developing destination image measurement scale applicable for 3 nationalities for mass 

tourism destinations is the target of this study.  

Additional contribution to literature compared to afore mentioned studies are: This scale; 

• Creates sub-scales of cognitive component utilizing parceling technique, 

• Utilizes mixed technique by bringing parcels and items into measurement scale, 

• Confirms the measurement scale for 3 nationalities with multi-group confirmatory factor 

analysis. 

 

3.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis 

The 1495 questionnaire data set is split into half and 745 questionnaires (204 British, 271 

German and 270 Russian) as presented below is used for EFA.  

Reliability is confirmed with Cronbach alpha 0,891 as presented in table 3.1 indicating high 

strength. (Cronbach, 1951)  

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy of 0,910 as presented in Table 3.1 

confirm sampling adequacy indicating that the data set is excellent fit for factor analysis. (Kaiser 

1974)  

Bartlet’s test of Sphericity is significant at 95% level of significance which confirms that 

responses are from populations with equal variances for all as well as  individual nationalities. 

 

Table 3.1 Reliability and Adequacy for EFA 

Cronbach's Alpha:    0,891 

KMO:  0,910 

Bartlett's Test of 

Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 5407,4 

df 91 

Sig. 0,000 
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Table 3.2 Demographic Profile of Respondents for EFA (N= 745) 
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Exploratory factor analysis is conducted in two steps: 

1. EFA of cognitive dimension parceling 

2. EFA of 7 cognitive parcels and 4 affective items , 3 conative items 

3.1.1. EFA of Cognitive Dimension Parceling 

Item parceling is first voiced in 1956 by Cattel and recently this statistical technique is 

widely used by researchers in communication, education and psychology areas. The statistical 

technique of parceling is aggregating (taking average of) items and using those parcel scores as 

indicators of the latent constructs in structural equation modeling. (Matsugana, 2008; Hall et al., 

1999; Landis et al., 2000) 

The guidelines for parceling has below listed 3 criterion: 

(a) items must be valid individual measures of the construct of interest,  

(b) items must be at the same level of specificity both within and across parcels  

(c) items within a parcel must be unidimensional. 

The items in cognitive dimension are known to be valid measures of construct from 

literature and the level of specificity is same based on literature. Table 3.3 presents confirmation 

of unidimensionality with statistical software generally used for similar analysis. 

Although there are 4 factors for 22 cognitive attributes greater than Eigen value 1, actually 

all attributes are heavily loaded on factor one only. None of the remaining 3 factors has a strong 

loading from any of the attributes as presented in Table 3.3. As a secondary confirmation 1 factor 

extraction is also tested as presented in Table 3.4 and respect to total variance explained. 
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Table 3.3 Cognitive Dimension Component Matrix (factor extraction method Eigen value >1) 

 

Component  
1 2 3 4 

Climate ,518     ,438 

Beaches ,624   ,303 

Natural reserves (lakes, mountains, waterfalls, caves, etc) ,636 ,421   

Infrastructure (Roads, Airports, Telecommunication, 

Buildings, etc) 
,614 ,399   

Public and private transportation ,617    

Accommodation ,633 -,349  ,310 

Ease of access to Antalya (direct flights, flight schedules) ,629    

Local tours and excursions ,632    

Service quality ,716    

Tourist Activities (amusement parks, theme parks) ,677    

Entertainment and sports activities ,673    

Shopping facilities ,576  -,330  

Cultural/ historic attractions ,616 ,325   

Local food (cuisine) ,684    

Political stability ,534 ,352 ,377  

Personal safety ,717    

Prices ,610 -,332   

Hygiene and Cleanliness ,656 -,354 ,368  

Crowding ,591  ,398  

Hospitable, friendly local people ,720    

Family oriented ,702    

Value for money ,666 -,432     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

a. 4 components extracted. 
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When factor extraction is forced to one dimension, total variance explained is as high as 57,5% 

and factor loadings is as presented below: 

Table 3.4 Cognitive Dimension Component Matrix (factor extraction method 1 factor) 

Component Matrix 1 

Climate ,625 

Beaches ,747 

Natural reserves (lakes, mountains, waterfalls, caves, etc) ,784 

Infrastructure (Roads, Airports, Telecommunication, Buildings, etc) ,725 

Public and private transportation ,720 

Accommodation ,716 

Ease of access to Antalya (direct flights, flight schedules) ,717 

Local tours and excursions ,799 

Service quality ,821 

Tourist Activities (amusement parks, theme parks) ,848 

Entertainment and sports activities ,776 

Shopping facilities ,741 

Cultural/ historic attractions ,749 

Local food (cuisine) ,779 

Political stability ,722 

Personal safety ,826 

Prices ,691 

Hygiene and Cleanliness ,750 

Crowding ,769 

Hospitable, friendly local people ,796 

Family oriented ,801 

Value for money ,746 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

a. 1 components extracted.  
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Content based parceling technique, a rational analysis of the item contents under cognitive 

dimension is conducted and items defining the same primary, 7 smaller subscales out of 22 items 

are constructed as presented below:   

 

1. Natural Resources 

 Climate 

 Beaches 

 Natural reserves (lakes, mountains, waterfalls, caves, etc) 

2. General Infrastructure 

 Infrastructure (Roads, Airports, Telecommunication, Buildings, etc) 

 Public and private transportation 

3. Tourist Infrastructure 

 Accommodation 

 Ease of access to Antalya (direct flights, flight schedules) 

 Service quality 

 Hygiene and Cleanliness 

4. Touristic attractions 

 Tourist Activities (amusement parks, theme parks) 

 Entertainment and sports activities  

 Shopping facilities 

 Local tours and excursions 

 Cultural/ historic attractions 

5. Economic Factors 

 Prices 

 Value for money 

6. Political factors 

 Political stability 

 Personal safety 

7. Social Environment 

 Local food (cuisine) 

 Crowding 

 Hospitable, friendly local people 

 Family oriented 

 

3.1.2. EFA of Cognitive Parcels and Affective Items, Conative Items 

Combination of sub-set item parceling combined with item based approach is used for this 

study similar to technique used by Caplan (2005). In his study Caplan (2005) used item-parcel 

approach in modeling individuals’ perceived self-presentational social skills but used item-based 

approach in specifying the latent construct representing the preference for online social interaction.  
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Stylidis et al. (2017) created five composite variables based on the cognitive image factors’ 

mean scores (natural environment, amenities, attractions, social environment, and accessibility) 

and then used these parcels in the subsequent analysis as indicators to measure the latent construct 

“cognitive image”. In the last decade parceling approach is more commonly used to mitigate the 

potential multicollinearity among items and to reduce model complexity. As second step in their 

research, Stylidis et al. (2017) have used cognitive parcels and affective items in a combination to 

test their model.  

This research used parceling technique for cognitive dimension and item based approach 

for affective and conative dimensions. Similar to study of Stylidis et al. (2017), the target of this 

analysis is to test if cognitive (7 parcels), affective (4 items) and conative (3 items) are represented 

in 3 factors without mixing with each other.  

EFA conducted with 7 cognitive parcels, 3 conative items and 4 affective items indicate 

that one affective item (Calm/Lively) shall be eliminated due to following statistical indicator: 

1. Communality is very low (,274) 

2. Correlation with other parcels and items is very low (between ,082 and ,344) 

Under the light of above stated indicators, Calm /Lively item is discarded from the scale at 

this stage. Following elimination of calm/lively item there is no degradation in reliability and or 

adequacy of sample. As Russel and Pratt (1980) indicates and as Baloglu and Brinberg (1997) 

demonstrates, although 4 bipolar scales represent the dimensions, only 2 vectors are sufficient to 

adequately represent the affective image of destination. Therefore remaining 3 vectors is adequate 

to represent affective perception of destination image. 

Using principle component analysis and extraction method Eigen value greater than 1 and 

using varimax rotation method in a social sciences statistical program exploratory factor analysis 

is conducted with factor analysis. This exploratory factor analysis explains 68,7% of total variance 

with 3 factors having Eigen value greater than 1 as presented in Table 3.5. 

The exploratory factor analysis for 7 cognitive parcels, 3 conative items and 3 affective 

items confirms that there are 3 factors (dimensions) of destination image as presented below:  
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Table 3.5 Exploratory Factor Analysis Statistical Results 

Factor α factor 

loading 

Eigen 

value 

Variance  

(%) 

Communalities 

COGNITIVE (factor 1)  0,890   6,165 47,4   

Natural Resources  0,728   0,634 

General Infrastructure  0,767   0,601 

Tourism Infrastructure  0,731   0,676 

Touristic Attractions  0,776   0,681 

Economic Factors  0,633   0,503 

Political Factors  0,710   0,565 

Social Environment  0,765   0,738 

CONATIVE (factor 2) 0,852   1,764 13,6   

Intention to recommend  0,775   0,815 

Intention to re-visit  0,844   0,825 

Intention to make holiday in Antalya   0,773   0,708 

AFFECTIVE (factor 3) 0,806   1,002 7,7   

Unpleasant – Pleasant  0,823   0,745 

Boring – Exciting  0,817   0,693 

Stressful – Relaxing  0,848   0,747 

Total 0,891     68,7   

 

3.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Following exploratory factor analysis confirming: destination image has 3 distinctive 

constructs and these 3 constructs cognitive, conative and affective constructs are segregated from 

each other as three pillars of overall destination image, confirmatory factor analysis is conducted 

with statistical software a generally used in social sciences to verify EFA results. (Aksu et al, 2017) 

The second half of 1495 questionnaire data set consisting of 250 questionnaires from each 

nationality total 750 questionnaires is used for this confirmatory factor analysis as demographics 

of data set is presented in Table 3.6 below. 

Data set of 750 questionnaires have Cronbach alpha of ,882; KMO at ,904 and Bartlet’s test 

of Sphericity is significant at 95% level. 
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Table 3.6 Demographic Profile of Respondents for CFA (N= 750) 
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CFA confirms factor structure of 3 dimensions with 7 cognitive parcels, 3 conative items 

and 3 affective items as presented in below Measurement Scale in figure 3.1 below 

 

 

Figure 3.1 Measurement Scale CFA 750 Questionnaires All Nationalities 3 Dimensions 

 

Table 3.7 Goodness of Fit Indices for CFA Measurement Scale 

CMIN DF CMIN/DF RMSEA CFI GFI NFI AGFI 

105,95 52 2,037 0,037 0,989 0,979 0,979 0,963 

 

CFA Measurement Scale goodness of fit indices presented in Table 3.7 confirms that the fit 

between the model and observed data is high as per generally accepted benchmarks of acceptance 

such as: Chi square / degrees of freedom (CMIN/DF)<5;  RMSEA< .08; CFI,GFI,NFI>.90; AGFI> 
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.85 (Engel  et al, 2003, Schumacker & Lomax, 2004, Bollen 1989, Awang 2012, Byrne, 2004, Hair 

et al., 2014) 

Table 3.8 presents average variance explained  (AVE) between ,553 and ,628 which in 

line with acceptable limits of above 0,50; composite reliability of each dimension is between 

0,817 and 0,895 together with t values greater than 2,576 which means it is significant at 0,001 

level are all indicators of high reliability of model. (Hair et al 2014, Fornell and Larcker 1981) 

High composite reliability (CR) figures also support high Cronbach alpha figures.CR and 

α combined indicate excellent reliability of CFA measurement scale. 

 

Table 3.8 Descriptive Statistics for CFA Measurement Scale 

 Mean SD SE t values λ α CR AVE 

COGNITIVE           0,887 0,895 0,553 

Natural Resources 5,890 0,920 - - 0,720    

General Infrastructure 5,460 1,140 0,065 16,960 0,647    

Tourism Infrastructure 5,670 1,050 0,062 19,810 0,774    

Touristic Attractions 5,630 0,990 0,058 20,510 0,798    

Economic Factors 5,410 1,240 0,072 18,120 0,708    

Political Factors 5,440 1,220 0,071 16,330 0,636    

Social Environment 5,670 1,000 0,065 20,590 0,892    

CONATIVE          0,818 0,833 0,628 

Intention to recommend 6,010 1,280 - - 0,905    

Intention to re-visit 5,810 1,590 0,052 19,230 0,736    

Intention to make holiday in 

Antalya region 
5,010 1,790 0,069 16,260 0,723    

AFFECTIVE          0,815 0,817 0,598 

Unpleasant - Pleasant 5,650 1,410 - - 0,779    

Boring - Exciting 5,110 1,480 0,056 18,850 0,779    

Stressful - Relaxing 5,410 1,620 0,061 18,650 0,762    
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3.3. Multi-group Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

The purpose of this study is developing  and testing and integrated measurement scale of 

destination image for 3 nationalities. MGCFA is considered as the most appropriate method to test 

for the reliability and validity (convergent, discriminant) of the study's latent constructs (cognitive, 

conative and affective image components) and to confirm model invariance across individual 

nationalities. (Byrne, 2004)  

In order to assess measurement invariance, multi-group confirmatory factor analyses 

compares an unconstrained model to observed structure. Nested models are organized in a 

hierarchical ordering with decreasing numbers of parameters (or increasing degrees of freedom), 

which entails adding parameter constraints one at a time. These increasingly restrictive models are 

tested in terms of their fit of the data to the model. As each new consraint is nested in the previous 

model, measurement invariance models become increasingly more restrictive. MGCFA following 

this approach is widely accepted to be the most powerful and versatile approach for testing 

measurement invariance. In our case nationality is our constraint. 

The model tested with 750 questionnares (250 from each nationality) for adequacy includes: 

• 7 cognitive components (Natural Resources, General Infrastructure, Tourism 

Infrastructure, Touristic Attractions, Economic Factors, Political Factors and Social 

Environment) 

• 3 conative components (Intention to recommend, Intention to re-visit and Intention to 

make holiday in Antalya region) 

• 3 affective components (Unpleasant – Pleasant, Boring – Exciting and Stressful – 

Relaxing) 

The MGCFA studies the invariance of measuring instrument developed and the latent constructs 

by (1) configural invariance, (2) invariance in factor covariance and (3) invariance of factor loading 

pattern. (Byrne, 2004; Hair et al., 2014). 

Configural invariance: 

The aim is to test the measurement model fit via MGCFA in order to cross-validate the 

three-factor model across these three nationalities and test if proposed structure (Figure 3.2 below) 

would be equal across the three nationalities. The fit indices presented in Table 3.9 confirms that 

the factorial structure is invariant for all three nationalities.  As presented in table 3.9, all parameters 
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of goodness of fit indices in each model confirms excellent fit values of CMIN/DF<5;  RMSEA < 

.08; .90 <CFI,GFI,NFI; .85 <AGFI (Engel  et al, 2003; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004; Bollen, 1989; 

Awang, 2012;  Byrne, 2004; Hair et al., 2014; Hirschfield & von Brachel, 2014; Miyamoto & 

Iwasaki, 2013) 

Table 3.9 MGCFA Goodness of Fit Indices 

MGCFA CMIN DF CMIN/DF RMSEA CFI GFI NFI AGFI 

Unconstrained 236,7 162 1,461 0,025 0,985 0,953 0,955 0,922 

Measurement weights 291,0 182 1,599 0,028 0,978 0,944 0,945 0,916 

Structural covariances 365,9 194 1,886 0,034 0,966 0,929 0,931 0,900 

Measurement residuals 515,0 220 2,341 0,042 0,942 0,903 0,902 0,880 

Invariance in factor covariance:  

Composite reliability: CR for each construct for each nationality is well above the 

recommended treshhold of 0,60 ( Peterson, 1994) as presented in Tables 3. 11-12-13 

Convergent validity: standardized coefficients  (λ ) for each construct for each nationality 

are above 0,5 and t values for each construct for each nationality are significant at 0,001 level. 

(Tabacknick and Fidell, 2013) as presented in Tables 3. 11-12-13 

Discriminant validity: As per guidelines of Fornell and Larcker (1981), discriminant 

validity is tested by comparing squared correlation between two constructs and AVEs of each 

construct. Discriminant validity is confirmed as all AVEs are greater than respective squared 

correlations.as presented in Tables 3. 11-12-13 and Table 3.10 

Goodness of fit indices: The multi-group model goodness of fit result presented in table 

3.6 indicates that this model confirms a good fit across British, German and Russian tourists. Thus 

this model is confirmed to be identical for each individual nationality (Bryne, 2004) 

 

Invariance of factor loading pattern  

Factor covariance invariance metric test is the last step of confirmation for MGCFA. Metric 

invariance is confirmed with equivalence of factor loadings across 3 nationalities as presented in 

Tables 3. 11-12-13. Please take note that although the pattern of loading is same across all 

nationalities, each individual nationality has its own loading estimate. (Hair et al, 2014) 
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Table 3.10 MGCFA Correlation Matrix 

 

 

 

 

 

Correlation matrix above confirms that each dimension is distinctly different from each 

other as the squared correlation is less than 0,397 whereas AVE values for all three in tables 3.11-

12-13 are greater than ,495 which is evidence for discriminant validity.. 

 
Figure 3.2 Measurement Scale MGCFA 750 Questionnaires All Nationalities 3 Dimensions 
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Table 3.11 Descriptive Statistics for MGCFA – UK 

 

 

UK 

N=250 

 M SD SE t λ α AVE CR 

COGNITIVE           0,924 0,619 0,918 

Natural Resources 5,827 1,058   0,701    
General Infrastructure 5,327 1,181 0,099 10,230 0,639    
Tourism Infrastructure 5,754 1,105 0,103 12,200 0,838    
Touristic Attractions 5,401 1,137 0,093 12,880 0,784    
Economic Factors 5,511 1,315 0,122 11,990 0,822    
Political Factors 5,285 1,309 0,120 11,200 0,762    
Social Environment 5,498 1,199 0,125 12,000 0,928    
CONATIVE           0,845 0,643 0,840 

Intention to recommend 5,976 1,419   0,942    
Intention to re-visit 5,592 1,815 0,074 14,930 0,812    
Intention to make holiday in Antalya region 4,740 1,952 0,087 10,320 0,618    
AFFECTIVE           0,827 0,623 0,832 

Unpleasant - Pleasant 5,632 1,557   0,765    
Boring - Exciting 4,885 1,669 0,097 11,230 0,779    
Stressful - Relaxing 5,287 1,980 0,120 11,430 0,822       

 

  

4
9
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Table 3.12 Descriptive Statistics for MGCFA – DE 

 

 

DE 

N=250 

 M SD SE t λ α AVE CR 

COGNITIVE           0,869 0,507 0,875 

Natural Resources 5,860 0,911   0,681    
General Infrastructure 5,194 1,091 0,119 7,810 0,531    
Tourism Infrastructure 5,680 1,031 0,124 10,690 0,797    
Touristic Attractions 5,714 0,835 0,098 10,740 0,778    
Economic Factors 5,555 1,089 0,126 9,380 0,675    
Political Factors 5,181 1,217 0,138 7,830 0,550    
Social Environment 5,749 0,864 0,115 10,830 0,896    
CONATIVE           0,823 0,531 0,767 

Intention to recommend 6,015 1,217   0,891    
Intention to re-visit 5,860 1,586 0,098 9,580 0,638    
Intention to make holiday in Antalya region 5,192 1,680 0,103 9,370 0,625    
AFFECTIVE           0,820 0,604 0,820 

Unpleasant - Pleasant 5,485 1,442   0,716    
Boring - Exciting 5,014 1,436 0,109 10,790 0,844    
Stressful - Relaxing 5,486 1,440 0,102 10,510 0,767       

 

  

 
5
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Table 3.13 Descriptive Statistics for MGCFA – RU 

 

RU 

N=250 

 M SD SE t λ α AVE CR 

COGNITIVE           0,864 0,495 0,870 

Natural Resources 5,997 0,779   0,714    
General Infrastructure 5,846 1,043 0,120 8,780 0,561    
Tourism Infrastructure 5,577 1,007 0,130 10,680 0,764    
Touristic Attractions 5,785 0,936 0,119 11,250 0,795    
Economic Factors 5,155 1,257 0,160 10,060 0,711    
Political Factors 5,842 1,021 0,128 7,020 0,487    
Social Environment 5,768 0,884 0,114 11,470 0,824    
CONATIVE           0,767 0,540 0,777 

Intention to recommend 6,034 1,211   0,819    
Intention to re-visit 5,983 1,322 0,096 10,060 0,728    
Intention to make holiday in Antalya region 5,088 1,711 0,125 8,950 0,648    
AFFECTIVE           0,792 0,575 0,801 

Unpleasant - Pleasant 5,822 1,175   0,856    
Boring - Exciting 5,441 1,266 0,086 10,470 0,715    
Stressful - Relaxing 5,443 1,380 0,093 10,220 0,693       

 

5
1
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CONCLUSIONS 

Discussions 

The literature agrees on cognitive and affective component having impact on overall image 

perception of tourists. Conative dimension is either not included at all or when included its either 

an explanatory factor (Stylos et al., 2016, 2017, Agapito et al., 2013) or latent factor (Bigne et al. 

2009, Stylidis et al., 2017). The conative/ behavioral dimension of destination image is an 

explanatory factor of overall destination image in this study based on the understanding that tourists 

would not develop an image for destinations they would never consider visiting. For future research 

considering conative/behavioral component as an explanatory factor together with cognitive and 

affective dimensions is recommended under the light of empirical evidence provided with CFA 

and MGCFA in this study. 

Studies mentioned in theoretical background section has all contributed to this study in 

different ways but only 3 recent studies mentioned below were relevant in terms of coverage, depth 

and multi group analysis for discussions. 

Stylos et al., (2016, 2017) have studied Russian tourists visiting Greece in year 2013 and 

the next year in 2014 they have repeated the research with British and Russian tourists visiting 

Greece. Similar to this study, the research conducted in 2013 and published in 2016 considers 

Cognitive parcels, affective items and conative items. Stylos et al, have also utilized content based 

parceling technique to establish four parcels of cognitive dimension: attractive conditions, essential 

conditions, appealing activities, natural environment. Regarding affective dimension, Stylos et al, 

have used 7 pairs of bipolar semantic differentials but for analysis these items are aggregated to 

affective dimension. Therefore affective dimension studied by Stylos et al., and this study are not 

sharing the same depth. Conative component is the area where study of Stylos et al., and this study 

are in disagreement. Stylos et al (2016, 2017) defines conative component as “the idealized and 

desired future situation the individual wants to develop for himself/herself”. The next year in 2014 

when repeating the research with two nationalities (British and Russian), Stylos et al., (2017)  

preserved the model of cognitive, affective and conative image explaining overall destination 

image and overall destination image explaining intention construct. Although the combination of 

cognitive-affective-conative dimensions constructing overall image seems similar to this study, the 
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definition of conative in this study is intention itself and not an idealized form of the destination as 

Stylos et al., (2017) suggests.  

Stylidis et al., (2017) has focused on cognitive and affective dimensions affecting each other 

as well as overall destination image and all three are affecting intention to recommend.  Cognitive, 

affective and conative (intention) dimension of study of Stylidis et al., is similar to this study. 

Another similarity between this study and Stylidis et al., is parceling technique. Stylidis et al., used 

17 cognitive attributes and aggregated them under 5 parcels namely: Natural 

characteristics/Environment, Amenities/Tourist Infrastructure, Attractions, Social/Travel 

Environment and Accessibility/Supporting Infrastructure. Yet another similarity is Stylidis et al., 

started with 4 affective components similar to this study. And final similarity between study of 

Stylidis et al., and this study is, both studies are comparing more than one group’s destination 

image perception and utilizing MGCFA. Although we seem to agree on many aspects with Stylidis 

et al., we have one disagreement of where the overall image stands. This study considers cognitive, 

conative and affective dimensions are exploratory factors of destination image where as Stylidis et 

al., (2017, 2017) considers conative (intention) dimension as the end result. Future research can 

shed a light on this disagreement. 

The study of Agapito et al., (2013) is similar to this study in 3 aspects; (1) covering 

cognitive, affective and conative dimensions, (2) definition of these dimensions are same, (3) all 3 

dimensions are explanatory factors of overall destination image, but different in 2 aspects such as: 

(a) Agapito et al., did not utilize parceling technique and aggregated all items to their corresponding 

dimension namely cognitive, affective and conative which caused loss of sub scale depth in 

analysis, (b) only studied one group and could not utilize MGCFA. Therefore although the 

perspective is very similar, this study has approached to a further depth with subscales and a wider 

coverage with multiple groups. 

The techniques as well as a holistic approach utilized in this study encourage future 

researchers to use this scale to analyze and understand the destination image perception for mass 

Sun-Sand-Sea (3S) tourism destinations similar to Antalya for multiple nationalities from central 

Europe (Germany), non-continental Europe (UK) and North Eurasian (Russian Federation) source 

markets. As a further extension of this study this scale can also be tested for other destination types 

like city destinations with similar subscales.  
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Conclusions 

Literature suggests that researchers have been discussing the dimensions, hierarchy and 

sequence of destination image components since 1970. The confusion in terminology and number 

of dimensions is an ongoing discussion. 

This study demonstrates that (1) destination image is three dimensional, namely cognitive, 

conative and affective, (2) integrated measurement scale is confirmed with MGCFA assuring 

measurement invariance for tourists from three different source markets namely, British, German 

and Russian.  Findings of this research and analysis methods used provides valuable insights to 

destination image literature and casts light on the path for future researchers. 

The originality value of this study lies on: 

• Utilization of parceling technique, 

• Development of measurement scale covering all 3 dimensions in parcel and item 

level, 

• Implementation of MGCFA assuring applicability of scale for multiple nationalities 

The analysis of data, development of scale and confirmation across groups is pursued by 

following methods: 

Procedure for developing measurement scales suggested by Churchill (1979) is applied. 

(1) Cognitive dimension is the most frequent area of focus for destination image research. 

Exploratory factor analysis is conducted with 745 questionnaires (204 British, 271 

German and 270 Russian) and unidimensionality is confirmed.  This confirmation 

enabled utilization of parceling technique. Researcher used content based parceling 

technique to establish 7 parcels. 

(2) The 745 questionnaires (204 British, 271 German and 270 Russian) is used for second 

phase of exploratory factor for cognitive parcels (7), conative items (3) and affective 

items (4) total 14 items. One affective item namely calm/lively is eliminated due to 

its low communality and low correlation with other parcels/items. The results 

confirmed that there are 3 dimensions of destination image and cognitive parcels, 

conative items and affective item as are loading strongly to their respective factors. 

(3) CFA for all nationalities is conducted with 750 questionnaires (250 from each 

nationality) which is the second half of total 1495 questionnaires.. Measurement scale 
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confirmed the 3 dimensional structure of destination image and their respective 

segregation. 

(4) As last stage, the rigid test of MGCFA is applied for individual nationalities confirm 

that 3 different source markets share the same 3 dimensional structure and the same 

pattern of factorial segregation. MGCFA assured that the destination image 

measurement scale developed is invariant for tested 3 nationalities (German, Russian 

and British) for Mass tourism 3S destinations similar to Antalya.. 

Although there are similar studies conducted recently using similar techniques and all 

studies agree that destination image is multidimensional and most studies are covering similar 

dimensions of destination image, this study contributes to literature with an integrated 

measurement scale covering all 3 explanatory dimensions of overall destination image with 

extended depth of sub scales and provides supporting evidence that this scale is valid for 3 

nationalities. 

This study is based on the psychology theory that image is an attitude, attitude has three 

dimensions (cognitive, affective and conative) in line with social psychology theory, measurement 

scale shall integrate these three components and measurement scale shall be invariant for 

nationality differences. The result of this study provides empirical evidence that that target of 

developing an integrated destination image measurement scale invariant to German, Russian and 

British nationalities is achieved. 

 

Further Considerations 

Similar to many tourism and hospitality researchers conducted all around the world, this 

research is conducted at Airport with self-administered questionnaires bearing LK7 type questions 

in respective languages of the source markets during July-October 2017. British, German and 

Russian tourists are nominated as respondents and tourists are approached in airport waiting ques 

for voluntary and anonymous participation. Although participation was voluntary and anonymous, 

the answer bias shall be tested under the light of (1) flight stress, (2) end of holiday depression, (3) 

fatigue of last day packing. For further studies, hotels and touristic attractions can also be places 

for conducting research to eliminate answering biases associated with airport/flight and going back 

to routine life in home country. 
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Antalya is located on south coastline of Turkey. Passenger traffic is highly seasonal and 

mainly between 1 April – 31 October. Dominating concept is all inclusive package tours. Sand, 

Sea, Sun (3S) tourism is the primary concept used for marketing of this destination. Antalya is 

mainly a mass resort tourism destination. The model and questionnaire of this research shall be 

used with precaution for city destinations and free individual traveler destinations.  

Current coverage of research includes British (non-continental European), German (central 

continental European) and Russia (north Eurasia) source markets. This coverage can be enlarged 

to eastern, south eastern source markets and also implemented to domestic tourist to further enlarge 

the scale coverage and test how further the coverage of developed measurement scale can be 

enlarged. 

This study is focused on measurement scale development and multi-group confirmation of 

this scale. Although participants were asked further questions like familiarity with all-inclusive 

holiday type, familiarity with destination, information sources, memetics, booking channel and 

budget for the trip, these questions are not utilized in this research as these are outside the scope of 

this study. These attributes of the research can be used to develop further understanding of 

destination image. 

The next target of researcher is to implement this integrated scale in Antalya with 3 existing 

nationalities and as addition domestic tourists and also try to implement this study in similarly 

seasonal 3 S destinations in competing Mediterranean countries like Spain, Portugal and Greece. 

My sincere hope is to cooperate with Dora Agapito et al. in Portugal, Nikolaos Stylos et al. in 

Greece. 
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Annex 1- Questionnaire in English  
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Annex 2 - Questionnaire in Russian 
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Annex 3 - Questionnaire in German 
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Annex 4 - Questionnaire in Turkish 
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