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Satisfaction with visit to tourism
attractions

Abstract

The aim of this study is to assess the impact of a several factors on satisfaction with a visit to water-based
natural attractions. After reviewing relevant studies, it was hypothesized that satisfaction is influenced by
push motivations, pull motivations, on-site experience, perceived quality and perceived values of visit. As a
method of data reduction, the factor analysis based on principal component analysis was used for multi-item
constructs (push motivations, pull motivations, on-site experience, and perceived quality). Three factors of
pull motivation (pleasant natural’ environment, heritage and culture, accessibility), two factors of push
motivation (social gathering, escape), one factor of on-site experience (pleasure), and one factor of perceived
quality (commonplaceness) were used in further analyses. A satisfaction model was constructed and tested
through a two-stage structural modelling process with the maximum likelihood of estimation method. Multi-
ple indicators were used only for exogenous constructs; all endogenous constructs were indicated by a single
indicator — in cases of value and satisfaction by those directly measured. The results confirmed the causal
path: pull motivation — perceived quality — perceived value — satisfaction, but indicated the on-site
experience as a simultaneously effecting mediation element: pull motivation — perceived quality — on-site
experience — perceived value — satisfaction. However, the linkage of push motives on the causal chain of
predictors of satisfaction was not proved.
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Introduction

Satisfaction with a tourism product is fundamental for tourism given the strong relationship between
satisfaction and future customer behaviour — a satisfied consumer will repeat the visit and/or disseminate
a positive word of mouth to others (e.g., Emir & Kozak, 2011; Jang & Feng, 2007; Marcussen, 2011).
Some go so far to argue that satisfaction with visit is the Alpha and Omega of success of destinations
and tourism enterprises (Dwyer, Forsyth & Dwyer, 2010), especially in the view of constantly increa-
sing competition (Echtner & Ritchie, 2003; Foret & Klusicek, 2011).

Given such importance of satisfaction, it is no wonder that the tourists' satisfaction has attracted in-
tensive attention of, both, academics and practitioners for a long time (e.g., Kozak & Rimmington,
2000). To understand the process of satisfaction formation, many studies have focused on predictors
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of satisfaction such as destination image (e.g. Bigné, Sdnchez & Sdnchez, 2001), motivation (e.g.
Gnoth, 1997), attachment (e.g. Gu & Ryan, 2008), on-site experience (e.g. Chhetri, Arrowsmith,
& Jackson, 2004), perceived quality (Baker & Crompton, 2000) and perceived value (e.g. Petrick,
2004b). Contextually, significant attention is paid to satisfaction with lodging and catering services
(Gupta, McLaughlin & Gomez, 2007; Wu & Liang, 2009) and destination satisfaction (He & Song,
2009; Neal & Gursoy, 2008; Yoon & Uysal, 2005; Kozak & Rimmington, 2000) while, in comparison,
satisfaction with tourism attractions is less investigated (e.g. Ritchie & Crouch, 2003).

Tourism attractions are an important element of a destination and, therefore, important in destina-
tion satisfaction formation. It is often the case that the core of destination attraction system consists
of protected environments with their inherent natural (zoological, botanical, ecological, geological,
geomorphologic, biodiversity) or cultural values (historical, heritage (Lundmark & Miiller, 2010).
Consequently, it also means that management of such environments must meet two contradictory
goals: restrict human impact on these environments and, at the same time, make them accessible for
visitors (Marion & Reid, 2007; Spilanis & Karayiannis, 2009). This is a challenge for, both, tourism
and nature/heritage conservation management (for detailed review see Navratil, Picha, Rajchard &
Navritilov4, 2011). Given the importance of tourism attractions for the overall destination satisfac-
tion and, in particular, the prevalence of protected natural and heritage sites in the tourism attraction
system of many destinations, the aim of this paper is to assess the impact of antecedents of tourism
satisfaction in the context of nature-based tourism.

Visitor satisfaction

In tourism literature, various perspectives and theories are used in the assessment of tourist satisfaction
(Yoon & Uysal, 2005) of which Oliver's (1980) expectancy-disconfirmation model of satisfaction is
often used (Neal & Gursoy, 2008). The model suggests that consumers develop expectations about a
product or experience before purchase and, afterward, compare actual product performance with their
expectations. If the actual performance exceeds their expectations they have positive disconfirmation
and vice verse. The ensuing satisfaction with the product leads to repurchase. However, it seems that
perceived value also influences repurchase intention. Perceived value is the "consumer's overall assess-
ment of the utility of a product based on perceptions of what is received and what is given" (Zaithaml,
1988. p. 14). The role of perceived value and satisfaction was developed and tested by He and Song
(2009) who proposed that, apart from the actual product performance in comparison to expectation,
the perceived value of the product also has a bearing on satisfaction. Given the scope of this study the
expectancy-disconfirmation model of satisfaction was used, while the perceived value was adopted from
the He and Song's (2009) study of satisfaction formation with package tour service.

Previous satisfaction studies found significant differences in assessment of causal paths among concepts
of satisfaction, perceived value and perceived quality (Baker & Crompton, 2000; Chen & Tsai, 2007;
Duman & Mattila, 2005; He & Song, 2009; Petrick, 2004b). Petrick, Morais and Norman (2001),
in their study of the relationship of tourists on entertainment focused package and their past holiday
behaviour, holiday satisfaction, perceived holiday value, and intentions to revisit and repurchase con-
cluded that perceived value may be an antecedent to the outcome of satisfaction. Later on, in the case
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of cruise passenger satisfaction, Petrick (2004b) concludes that quality is not embedded in perceived
value, but it is a direct antecedent of satisfaction and is generally the best predictor of perceived value.
Chen and Tsai (2007) study also confirms that perceived value plays a moderating role between quality
and satisfaction. Based on this, the paradigm adopted in this study was: perceived quality — perceived
value — satisfaction, because most of the studies indicate that perceived value (Chen & Tsai, 2007;
He & Song, 2009; Petrick, 2004b), perceived quality (Bigné et al., 2001; He & Song, 2009; Petrick
2004b; Yuan & Jang, 2008) and on-site experience (Bigné, Andreu & Gnoth, 2005; Denstadli &
Jacobsen, 2010) are antecedents of satisfaction.

In terms of perceived value, it is likely that on-site experience has an impact on value formation (Liu
& Jang 2009). For natural attractions, as discussed by Navrdtil et al. (2011) quality can be defined as
an impact of natural environment on an individual. The on-site experience in such case has a temporal
and emotional dimension. Firstly, as a way of satisfying a wide range of personal needs it is dynamic
across time, that is, during the visit (Vitterso, Vorkinn, Vistad & Vaagland, 2000; Borrie & Roggen-
buck, 2001). Secondly, experience with a visit means that a visitor enters into a relationship with his/
her surroundings (den Breejen, 2007), resulting in different feelings that an individual experiences in
different places (Chhetri, Arrowsmith & Jackson, 2004). It is, therefore, not surprising that in leisure
setting on-site experience is often operationalised through questions asking about emotion or mood
(Lee & Shafer, 2002) and positive emotions are significant contributors to overall experience quality
(Farber & Hall, 2007) as well as satisfaction and loyalty (Bigné et al., 2005).

The role of perceived quality is questionable not only in relation to the satisfaction that is influenced
both directly and through the perceived value (Baker & Crompton, 2000; Chen & Tsai, 2007; Duman
& Mattila, 2005; He & Song, 2009; Petrick, 2004b), but also in relation to the on-site experience.
Liu and Jang (2009) found that both positive and negative emotions have direct impact on perceived
value. In Petrick's model (2004b) emotional response has a small but significant influence on qua-
lity. In study of Jang and Namkung (2009) an influence of quality constructs on emotional stages
of restaurant visitors was found. However, in the model of Petrick (2004a) a reverse path was found
significant. The findings of Mehrabian and Russell (1974) support the causal path from perceived

quality to emotional stages.

Equally important, motivations to visit are considered an important component of satisfaction forma-
tion (Gnoth, 1997; Bansal & Eiselt, 2004; Chang, 2007; Devesa, Laguna & Palacios, 2010). In tourism
studies the model of push and pull motivations is often used (Gnoth, 1997; Goossens, 2000; Yoon &
Upysal, 2005), where push motives are related to the tourists' desire to travel and pull motives are associa-
ted with the attributes of destination (Yoon & Uysal, 2005). In other words, push motives are useful
for explaining the desire to go on a vacation, while pull motives to explain the choice of destination
(Goossens, 2000, p. 301). Motivations, in combination with other constructs, play an important role
in the process of destination choice (Gnoth, 1997). Once a destination choice is made, motivation
exerts its influence on satisfaction formation through its role in expectations that each tourist brings
to a destination, where these expectations are faced with the reality of the destination's environment
(Goossens, 2000). Different types of motivations have different impacts on satisfaction (Qu & Ping,
1999). Among push motive, social togetherness and social contact or social gathering are generally
the most important in all kind of settings (Crompton, 1979). Its importance is also confirmed in
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nature-based tourism: among visitors to Allegheny National Forest in Pennsylvania (Graefe, Thapa,
Confer & Absher, 2000), Delaware State Park (Confer, Vogelsong, Graefe & Solan, 1996), botanical
garden (Ballantyne, Packer & Hughes, 2008) or participation in outdoor activities such as sport fishing
(Arlinghaus & Mehner, 2003; Navrtil, Martindt & Kallabovd, 2009) or golf (Petrick et al., 2001).
In addition, escape and relaxation (Crompton, 1979; Dann, 1981) as well as the new knowledge and
experience (Ballantyne et al., 2008; Graefe et al. 2000; Ryan & Glendon, 1998; Yoon & Uysal, 2005)
also belong to generally important push motives. Finally, as travel has always offered a unique oppor-
tunity for self-discovery, self-reflection is also one of the push motives known from previous studies
(Dann, 1981). On the other hand, pull motivations influence destination choice (Goossens, 2000)
since they represent the specific destination attractions (Dann, 1981). Factors of pull motivations thus,
often, reflect specificities of the core tourism resources and attractions (Ritchie & Crouch, 2003).

While satisfaction is formed via perceived value, perceived quality and/or on-site experience, motiva-
tion appears in satisfaction formation through pull motives as they reflect destination attributes/images
(Gnoth, 1997; Goossens 2000), which are antecedents of perceived quality (Bigné et al. 2001; Chen &
Tsai, 2007). Push motivations are reflected in visitor expectations; however, it this case the expectations
do not stem from a destination, but from the visitor him/herself (Crompton, 1979; Goossens, 2000).
Therefore, its impact should not be manifested in the perceived quality but in the on-site experience.

Based on the preceding analysis, a theoretical model of the impact of motivations on satisfaction me-
diated by perceived quality, on-site experience and perceived value is proposed. This model specifies a
formation of satisfaction with a visit in relation to the expectations rooted in motivations, perception
of the environment at the place of visit and how the visit is experienced (Figure 1).

Figure 1
Theoretical satisfaction model
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The model proposes eight hypotheses for testing:
* Hypothesis 1 (H1): Satisfaction is influenced by perceived value.
* Hypothesis 2 (H2): Satisfaction is influenced by perceived quality.

* Hypothesis 3 (H3): Satisfaction is influenced by on-site experience.
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* Hypothesis 4 (H4): Perceived value is influenced by perceived quality.

* Hypothesis 5 (H5): Perceived value is influenced by on-site experience.

* Hypothesis 6 (H6): Perceived quality is an antecedent of on-site experience

* Hypothesis 7 (H7): Pull motivations have an impact on perceived quality of destination.

* Hypothesis 8 (H8): Push motivations have an impact on the on-site experience.
Y

Methods
Study area

To test the proposed model, a research was conducted in South of Bohemia, an area with temperate
climate situated in the southern part of the Czech Republic, along the border with Germany (Bavaria)
and Austria (Upper Austria). In this region are the two most visited tourism attractions of the Czech
Republic — South Bohemia and Sumava Mountains (Novotny, 2004; Vldikovd, 2004). Annually,
about one million tourist arrivals are recorded what is approximately 8.5% of the total national tou-
rist arrivals. Of those, 70.5% are domestic tourists, making these regions the second most favourite
destination for Czech residents.

The South Bohemian region is internationally known for its cultural heritage with the two sites - the
State Castle and Chateau Cesky Krumlov - inscribed on the UNESCO World Heritage list. These
two sites are, after Prague, the most visited by foreign tourists. More importantly in the context of this
study are its natural attractions. It is the region of natural beauty, particularly mountains of Sumava and
Novohradské, with the most picturesque peaks and plain between 1000 and 1500 meteres a.s.l. and
characterised by isolated glacial cirques with lakes (Cetkovsky, Klusdcek, Martindt & Zapletalovd, 2007).
They are complemented by the foothills of Sumava and Novohradské hory with the typical character
of central range of the moderate zone and the Tebon Basin, which is an upland plane (400-500 m a.
s. |.) bordered by hilly country and with markedly submontane character. The total surface of the two
mountains with the Tfebon Basin is about 6,3 thousand square kilometres, of which ten areas covering
a half of the total area surface are under protection.

The mountain slopes, glacial lakes and gentle foothills make the region ideal for recreation (Klusicek,
Martindt, Matznetter & Wisbauer, 2009) and, therefore, it is not surprising that it attracts a large
number of Czech's urban dwellers (Vystoupil, Sauer, Holeginsk4, Kunc, Seidenglanz & Tonev, 2011).
These features have also provided an appropriate setting for testing the proposed theoretical model in
relation to natural attraction visits. Furthermore, the many lakes and water streams have enabled to
focus on water-based natural attractions, as water is always a strong pull motive and the water related
activities are the most popular leisure activities among Czech residents. In fact, nine of ten Czech
residents over the age of 15 participated in these activities and most of them (56 %) often spend their
holiday near water (Novotny, 2004).

Given such popularity of water, mass-tourism often develops around water based tourism attractions in
spite of the fact that water environments are extremely vulnerable resources that needs protection not
only to sustain tourism activity but, more importantly, to ensure long-term environmental sustainability.
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The water co-creates the landscape and its presence is fundamental for the positive assessment of natural
attractions (Real, Arce & Sabucedo, 2000). It also provides shelter to various biotopes threatened by
human activity as well as to the organisms linked to those biotopes (Kucera, 2005). As briefly discussed
in the introduction, protecting these areas is a way to ensure its sustainability but the aims of protection
are somewhat contradictory — there is a need to preserve environment while enabling public access
for education, recreation and enjoyment (Christ, Hillel, Matus & Sweeting, 2003). The large number
of water-based tourism attraction in the protected areas in the South Bohemian region thus proved
almost ideal setting to test the model of attraction satisfaction specifically focused on popular water
based attraction under protection.

The first step in designing the study was selection of study sites. The research team has created an inven-
tory of regional natural attraction based on the analysis of maps and field survey conducted in 2009
(Navrddil et al., 2011; Navrddil et al., 2013). This inventory database was created in GIS JANITOR
J/2 software (Pala, 2008), which is a freeware vector oriented GIS designated primarily for creation
of the spatially oriented databases and used by the state administration. The final database featured
27,299 sites categorised in 69 types of tourism attractions (Navrdtil, unpublished). For the purpose
of this study 89 visitor-managed sites featuring water were selected. The visitor management features
are considered to be: appropriate directional signage, interpretation board and rest area equipped with
benches, viewing station, covered shelter or similar. The water-based natural attractions were grouped
into the following categories: mountain glacier lakes, springs, water-falls, stony rivers in deep valleys,
rivers in flat broad mountain valleys, canals, ponds, peat bogs, water around a historical monument,
viewing point over a water-course in deep timbered valleys, viewing points over an area with expanse
of water on horizon.

In the database, each record consisted of the name, location, type, category of attraction and an ap-
proximate number of daily visitors during the summer season (estimated in consultations with repre-
sentatives of local and regional tourism organizations). In the site selection process, those attractions
with less than one visitor per day were deleted. At the same time, a set of criteria was put in place to
ensure that all categories were represented. Through this process a total of 26 sites out of initial 89
were selected for data collection.

Operationalisation of the constructs

Guided by the model presented in the Figure 1, six constructs and their causal structure articulated
through eight hypotheses were tested: push motivations, pull motivations, on-site experience, perceived
quality, perceived value of visit, and satisfaction with visit.

Motivation. The motivation construct used in this study was based on push and pull motivations
presented by Yoon and Uysal (2005). The employment of the concept of push and pull motivations
allowed also assessment of other aspects of satisfaction (Gnoth, 1997). Push motivation "related to
internal or emotional aspects” (Yoon & Uysal, 2005, p. 46) are viewed as "consumer dispositions"
(Goossens, 2000). The scale consisted of 16 push and 15 pull motives referring to the motives for visit-
ing a particular attraction. A five-point scale (1 = not at all important, 5 = very important) was used.
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On-site experience. As the main components of experience are emotions or moods (Farber & Hall,
2007), for measurement of emotions the Mehrabian-Russell model was used (Donovan & Rossiter,
1982) for several reasons: it is based in the Stimulus-Organism-Response paradigm; it is orientated
on behavioural consequences 'approach or avoidance' (Donovan & Rossiter, 1982); it has been used
successfully in outdoor recreation (Chhetri et al., 2004) and tourism (Jang & Namkung, 2009; Liu
& Jang, 2009). Although the original Pleasure-Arousal-Dominance scale of the Mehrabian-Russell
model is often modified to fit specific context, e.g. omitting the dominance factor (Donovan, Ros-
siter, Marcoolyn & Nesdale, 1994), using unipolar approach (Jang & Namkung, 2009), substituting
mood items (Chhetri et al., 2004) or selection of items (Sparks, 2007), in this study the original 18
Pleasure-Arousal-Dominance scale, measured on semantic differential seven-point scale, was used. It
is precisely the complexity of the original scale that made it applicable to the different environments
presented by the 26 selected sites.

Quality. In this study, quality was defined as "a measure of the provider's performance" (Petrick, 2004b,
p- 399). As this research was focused on evaluating water-based natural attractions, the 'provider's
performance’ was redefined as the environment of the attraction. Therefore, the Mehrabian-Russell
general measure of information rate (Navrdtil et al., 2011) was used with 14 bi-polar adjectives evalu-
ated on seven-point semantic differential scales.

Perceived value and satisfaction. As a measure of perceived value a question: "Was this visit worth your
time, money, and effort?" adapted from Chen and Tsai (2007). This was measured on a five-point
Likert-type scale (1 = Ddefinitely yes, 5 = definitely not). Satisfaction was assessed through question:
"Opverall, how satisfied were you with your visit" (Yoon & Uysal, 2005), measured on a five-point
scale (1 = very satisfied, 5 = very unsatisfied).

Data collection and sample

The questionnaire with a set of close-ended questions designed for self-completion was used for data
collection. It was piloted on a sample of 30 respondents a month prior to the survey. The pilot survey
indicated some minor issues related to the clarity of meaning, which was corrected for the final question-
naire. To collect data a combination of personal interview and self-completion was used. Interviewers
approached visitors at selected sites, handed over questionnaire and collected it personally from respon-
dents at the end of their visit. Data were collect during summer season (June to September) of 2009.

The population for this study was defined as all domestic visitors to the 26 selected sites, due to the
fact that the selected sites are hardly visited by foreign tourists and, furthermore, dominance of do-
mestic visitors will continue in the future given that the national government is investing heavily in
encouragement of Czech residents to spend their holiday in the Czech Republic (Vinovd, 2007). A
convenience sample was used as the nature of sites selected and patterns of visitation made it difficult
to ensure completely random sample. The survey was conducted during, both, weekends and weekdays
(Petrick et al., 2001). In case of low number of visitors per day (less than 10), interviewers approached
every visitor (Farber & Hall, 2007); in case of medium visitation (more than ten visitors per day) the
interviewers attempted to contact every fifth visitor and in the case of high visitation (more than hun-
dred of visitors per day) every tenth visitor was selected, fashioned after Navratil, Picha, and Hiebcovd
(2010) study of cultural heritage visitors. The aim was to obtain 64 fully completed questionnaires at
each site or 1664 in total. A profile of the respondents is shown in Table 1.
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Table 1
Socio-demographic profile of respondents (n = 1,664)

Sample characteristic %
Gender

Female 50.2
Male 49.8
Age

18-25 18.8
26-35 239
36-45 243
46-55 17.3
56-65 123
66-75 3.1
75+ 0.3
Education

Primary 44
Secondary 14.5
Secondary with school-leaving exam 43.2
Advanced vocational training 10.3
Tertiary (university) 27.6
Visiting behaviour

First visit 59.1
Repeated visit 40.9
Type of visit

Trip during holiday 56.1
Official journey 14
Visiting relatives 11.9
Travel on or from holiday 5.5
Excursion 1.6
Trip from home 228
Others 0.7

Data analysis

As a method of data reduction, the factor analysis (EFA) based on principal component analysis was
used for each multi-item construct. Only those factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1 were retained
for further analyses, and the results were varimax rotated (Robinson, 1998). Then, for each factor of
each construct, the composite mean was calculated as an average factor value, including only those
items with 0.60 or higher loading on the factor (Chen & Tsai, 2007). Reliability for each of the factor
was obtained by calculating Cronbach's alpha coefficient (Chen & Tsai, 2007) and factors with alpha
coefficient less than 0.6 (Peterson, 1994) were removed from further analysis (Yoon & Uysal, 2005).

Then the two-stage structural modelling (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) was performed using maximum
likelihood of estimation method (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) as the appropriate statistical procedure
(see review of Marcussen, 2011). Firstly, the measurement model was evaluated using confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) and several measures of goodness-of-fit indices (Nusair & Hua, 2010). Following
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the methodology proposed by Denstadli and Jacobsen (2010), multiple indicators were used only for
exogenous constructs. All endogenous constructs were indicated by a single indicator — in cases of
value and satisfaction by those directly measured (as in Chen & Tsai, 2007) and in cases of quality
and on-site experience by those with the highest eigenvalue for EFA. Then, testing of the structural
model was performed (Nusair & Hua, 2010). The chi square/d.f. ratio, root mean square error of ap-
proximation (RMSEA), goodness-of-fit index (GFI), adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI), normed
fit index (NFI), non-normed fit index (NNFI) and comparative fit index (CFI) were used as measures
of goodness-of-fit. The chi square/d.f. rate is commonly used, as the chi square statistic itself is con-
sidered by many to be an unrealistic standard (Long & Perkins 2003). As chi square is dependent on
a number of observations, the rule of 'close fit' states that chi square/d.f. should be a smaller number
than 1 + n/400 (Steiger, 2009). The values of RMSEA lower that 0.05 indicates a very good fit and
values between 0.05 and 0.08 an acceptable fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1992). The GFI, NFI, NNFI,
and CFI have ranges of 0 to 1 and scores 0.90 and above are desirable (Long & Perkins, 2003). As
AGFI corrects GFI for the number of parameters in the model, the value 0.80 or above is acceptable
(Long & Perkins, 2003). All computations were performed using STATISTICA 8.0 software package,
including CFA and SEM using SEPATH module of STATISTICA 8.0.

Results and discussion
Indicators of constructs

The scales measuring pull motivations, push motivations and on-site experience revealed an acceptable
reliability value (Cronbach's alpha 0.762, 0.726, 0.790 respectively). The reliability of the 'perceived
quality' measure was lower (0.693), but it was retained in the analysis as that value is close to the ac-
ceptable 0.7 value (Yoon & Uysal, 2005). All four factor analyses (push motivations, pull motivations,
on-site experience, perceived quality) were acceptable because at least two items with factor loadings
greater than 0.4 for any factor were loaded (Yoon & Uysal, 2005) and almost all items in each construct
were loaded for some factor (for push motivations, pull motivations and on-site experience right one
was not).

Motivation

On the basis of EFA, four factors of pull motives, explaining 51.1 % of the total variability, were iden-
tified (Table 2): pleasant 'natural environment, heritage and culture, accessibility, and closeness. This
study has identified, as first two dominant factors, the pleasant 'natural’ environment and heritage and
culture. These factors were also found as the most important components of the Czech landscape ima-
ge (Frantdl & Kunc, 2011). Two other factors — accessibility and closeness — refer to the geographical
aspects (Haggett, 2001).
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Table 2
Factors of pull motivations*

Pleasant

Heritage .

Item natural and Accessi- Close-
(mean and standard deviation) environ- bility ness

ment culture
Location is situated in an interesting landscape. 0.73 ) ) )
(4.22 £ 1.00) :
Environment is pleasant here. 0.70 B ) ~
(4.28 £ 0.93) )
Itis quiet here. . ) .
(4.06 +1.13) 0.68
It is a site with interesting nature. 048 ) ) )
(3.37 £ 1.30) ’
Because it is right this place. ) ) )
(3.89 £ 1.17) 0.46
Opportunity to obtain spiritual meaning through 044 ) ) )
contact with this place. (3.25 + 1.31) )
Location is culturally/artistically interesting. ) 0.86 } }
(2.87 £ 1.38) *
Location is related to an interesting history. ) 0.80 ) )
(3.25+ 1.42) :
Itis a protected heritage site. ) ) )
(338 1.4) 044
Itis on the way that we have planned. ) ) 0.67 )
(3.74 £ 1.36) :
Location is accessible.
(3.61+1.28) - - 0.63 -
Information is provided in this location (by means of a ) . 059 )
nature trail, information board or a guide). (3.39 + 1.40) ’
Itis fun here.
(2.84+1.32) - - 0.56 -
I heard that this place is interesting. ) ) 0.40 )
(3.60 = 1.30) ’
It is quite close to our accommodation/home. ) ) ) 087
(2.73£1.43) ’
Eigenvalue 3.88 1.52 1.23 1.03
% of total variability 25.88 10.1095 8.19 6.88
Cronbach's alpha 0.69 0.68 0.58 -
Cronbach's alpha of indicators for CFA 0.68 0.73 0.61 -

* Only factor loadings greater than 0.4 shown. There are means + standard deviation in brackets. 1 = Not at all important, 5 = Very

important. Items used for CFA are in italics.

Five indicators of push motivation to visit water-based natural attraction were identified: social gathe-
ring, escape, self-reflection, new knowledge and experience, and relaxation. These five factors explained
55.7 % of variability of the dataset (Table 3). To visit interesting places and the escape from day-to-day
life were items of highest importance. However, indicators with a single-item loaded on level of 0.6
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value of factor loading were discarded from further analyses (closeness from pull motives and relaxation

and new knowledge and experience from push motives).

Table 3
Factors of push motivations*
New
. know-
Social 3
ftem - gathe- | Escape Self. ledge | Relaxa-
(mean and standard deviation) fing reflection and. tion
experi-
ence
Be with friends.
(3.26 = 1.55) 0.82 - - - -
Talk with friends during the journey about experience. 0.73 ) } B )
(3.30+ 1.43) :
Enjoy. R R - -
(325+1.32) 0-55
To meet new people. ) ) B )
(2.42 +1.36) 049
Free ourselves of a stereotypical sort of day-to-day life ) 0.73 ) B )
and job. (4.13 £ 1.11) :
Visit interesting places. B ) B )
(419 +1.02) 0.65
Change environment.
(3.84 +1.23) - | 065 - - -
Relax through a physical recreational activity. ) 051 ) B )
(3.71+£1.30) ’
Reflection on site about the "good old times". } ) 0.79 } )
(2.37 £1.47) ’
Possibility to be really myself. ) ) 0.62 B )
(2.86 + 1.34) ’
Gain new knowledge.
(3.06 + 1.30) ; - - | 076 -
Get to know new locations. ) ) ) 059 )
(3.97 £ 1.28) ’
Experience an adventure. B ) ) 0.58 )
(3.18 £ 1.35) ’
Do nothing, just relax. B } ) B 081
(3.00 +1.38) ’
To be at place that friends did not visited yet. ) ) ) ) 042
(1.97 £1.23) ’
Eigenvalue 3.41 1.87 1.38 1.23 1.03
% of total variability 21.30 11.70 8.63 7.67 6.44
Cronbach's alpha 0.62 0.63 0.38 0.58 0.18
Cronbach's alpha of indicators for CFA 0.66 0.63 - - -

* Only factor loadings greater than 0.4 shown. There are means + standard deviation in brackets. 1 = Not at all important, 5 = Very

important. ltems used for CFA are in italics.
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Experience

The three factors of the Mehrabian-Russell model — Pleasure, Arousal and Dominance - explained
49.7 % of the total variability (Table 4). The factor with the highest loading was, similar to other
studies, pleasure (Donovan & Rossiter, 1982; Donovan et al., 1994) and this factor was, therefore,
used in further analyses.

Table 4
Factors of on-site experience*
Item (mean and standard deviation) Pleasure Arousal Dominance

Contented-depressed
(1.87 £1.13)

Happy-unhappy
(1.95 * 1.15) 0.81

Pleased-annoyed
(1.98 £ 1.15) 080

Satisfied-unsatisfied
(2.18 £ 1.23)

Relaxed-bored
(1.94 +1.13)

Free-restricted
(2.12+£1.28)

Hopeful-despairing
(2.66 = 1.23)

Widewake-sleepy
(2.80+£1.42)

Important-insignificant
(3.23 £ 1.43)

Excited-calm
(4.40 £ 1.95)

Stimulated-relaxed
(4.13+2.07)

Frenzied-sluggish
(3.59+£1.31)

Aroused-unaroused
(3.06 £1.42)

Jittery-dull (3.59 + 1.16) - 0.56 -

Overcrowded-uncrowned
(3.55+1.37)

Controlling-controlled
(4.08 = 1.56)

Influential-influenced
(4.28 + 1.60)

Dominant-submissive
(4.05 £ 1.54)

Eigenvalue 4.99 235 1.61
% of total variability 27.74 13.07 8.92
Cronbach's alpha 0.86 0.67 0.70
Cronbach's alpha of indicators for CFA 0.87 - -

* Only factor loadings greater than 0.4 shown. There are means + standard deviation in brackets. 1 = Definitely the feeling on left
side, 7 = Definitely the feeling on right side. Items used for CFA are in italics.

0.82 - -

0.76 - -

0.72 - -

0.70 - -

0.56 - -

0.48 0.40 -

0.41 - -

- 0.76 -

- 0.66 -

- 0.63 -

0.41 0.58 -

- - 0.82

- - 0.79

- - 0.73
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Perceived quality

As it was already mentioned, in this study quality was defined as the quality of environment assessed

through several attributes. The analysis resulted in four factors of environment perception (Table 5)

that are similar to the three dimensions discussed by Mehrabian and Russell (1974). The first indicator

was labelled as commonplaceness, because items such as usual-surprising, common-rare or similar-

contrasting were strongly loaded on this factor. This factor represents a combination of the factors of
'novelty' and 'complexity’ of the original Mehrabian and Russell model (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974).
The second indicator is pure complexity dimension — perceived regularity of environment. The third

indicator is pure novelty — labelled as novelty. The fourth factor is spatial dimension in perceived quality

of environment — labelled as density. So, indicators reflect specifics of perceived quality of environment

by tourists — besides novelty there exists, also, the factor of rarity and the main factor of spatiality,
which is density (Sheldon & Var, 1984).

Table 5

Factors of perceived quality*

Common-
placeness

Regularity

Novelty

Density

Usual-surprising
(4.68 = 1.79)

Common-rare
(5.13+1.63)

Redundant-varied
(5.37 £ 1.54)

Homogeneous—heterogeneous

(4.93 £ 1.58)

Similar-contrasting
(4.52 + 1.69)

Simple-complex
(3.99 £ 1.67)

Small scale-large scale

(4.54 +1.62)

Continuous-intermittent

(3.34£1.57)

Patterned-random
(3.01 £ 1.66)

Symmetrical-asymmetrical

(4.03 + 1.69)

Familiar-novel
(4.37 £2.25)

Distant-immediate
(4.01 £1.93)

Uncrowded-crowded
(4.03 +£1.06)

Sparse-dense
(4.27 £1.32)

0.76

0.73

0.66

0.60

0.53

0.53

0.45

0.80

0.81

0.55

0.78

0.77

0.70

0.74
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Table 5 Continued

Common- . .

placeness Regularity Novelty Density
Eigenvalue 3.19 1.72 1.35 1.01
% of total variability 22.79 12.29 9.66 7.22
Cronbach's alpha EFA factors 0.75 0.59 0.48 0.29
Cronbach's alpha CFA factors 0.74 - - -

* Only factor loadings greater than 0.4 shown. There are means + standard deviation in brackets. 1 = Definitely the characteristic
on left side, 7 = Definitely the characteristic on right side. Items used for CFA are in italics.

Measurement model

To keep the measurement model as simple as possible, CFA was conducted to test a reduced set of
seven items. The overall fit indices for the proposed model were acceptable with chi square/d.f. = 3.98,
RMSEA = 0.042 (90% confidence interval 0.028-0.057), GFI = 0.99, AGFI = 0.98, NFI = 0.99,
NNFI = 0.97, CFI = 0.99. This model yielded an adequate fit that met all seven measures of goodness-
of-fit indices.

The internal consistency of the measurement model is demonstrated by Cronbach's alpha coefficients
(Tables 2-5) that were all above the recommended value of 0.70 (Spector, 1992). The goodness-of-fit
indices provided overall evidence of validity of the model. All factor loadings (Table 6) were signifi-
cant at the 0.001 level and, except for the "social gathering" in the push motives, all factor loadings
were very close or reached the value of 0.50, indicating convergent validity of the measurement scales.
Although the factor loadings were not very high, as the values of average variance extracted for both
motivation constructs (exogenous variables) were below the advised value of 0.50 (Fornell & Larcker,
1981) similar results were obtained in previous studies using these measurement tools (i.e. Lin et al.,
2009), and the constructs had face validity in the sense that their factor structure was as expected
(Denstadli & Jacobsen, 2010). In such cases, as recommended by Denstadli and Jacobsen (2010) or
Lin et al. (2009), they can be included in the structural model.

Table 6
Factor loadings for exogenous variables
Loadings Significance

Push motivations
Social gathering 0.345 <0.001
Escape 0.675 <0.001
Pull motivations
Pleasant natural environment 0.669 < 0.001
Accessibility 0.467 < 0.001

Structural model

To test the model proposed in Figure 1, the second stage of the modelling process was performed

(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). The model had a good fit to the data with chi square/d.f. = 3.19,
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RMSEA = 0.036 (90% confidence interval 0.024-0.049), GFI = 0.99, AGFI = 0.98, NFI = 0.99,
NNFI = 0.98, CFI = 0.99.

The estimates of structural coeflicients provided the basis for testing the proposed hypotheses. All hy-
pothesised paths were significant, except push motivation — on-site experience. Perceived value was
the strongest antecedent of satisfaction (beta = 0.514, t = 21.016, p < 0.001), thus supporting H1. In
addition, the direct influences of on-site experience as well as perceived quality on satisfaction were
also significant and, therefore, both H2 and H3 were also accepted. The direct influence of perceived
quality on satisfaction was quite strong (beta = -0.314, t = -4.209, p < 0.001) similar to the studies of
Bigné et al. (2001), He and Song (2009), Petrick (2004b) or Yuan and Jang (2008). However, in this
study the indirect effect through the perceived value (beta = 0.626 x 0.514 = 0.322) was even stron-
ger. The direct effect of on-site experience was weaker and on the edge of significance (beta = 0.226,
t = 2.371, p < 0.05); however, it confirmed the findings of Bigné et al. (2005) as well as the recent
findings of Denstadli and Jacobsen (2010). The path between perceived quality and perceived value
was significant with the second strongest coeflicient (beta = -0.626, t = -7.129, p < 0.001), supporting
H4. Hypothesis H5 is also supported, as the path from on-site experience to perceived value is found
significant as well (beta = 0.366, t = 3.188, p < 0.01). In addition, the perceived quality had an effect
on on-site experience (beta = -0.455), supporting H6. Pull motivations were found as an antecedent of
perceived quality (beta = 0.760, t = 17.809, p < 0.001), thus H7 was supported. On the other hand,
the path between push motivations and on-site experience was not significant (beta = 0.060, t = 1.705,
p = 0.09) and H8 was not supported.

Based on the largest value of structural coefficients and its strongest significance, the findings were
consistent with the causal paradigm: perceived quality — perceived value — satisfaction confirming
previous finding of Chen and Tsai (2007) and He and Song (2009). Contrary to findings of Chen
and Tsai (2007), the indirect effect of perceived quality on satisfaction was significant, which supports
the findings of He and Song (2009) or Petrick (2004b). The results also support the impact of on-site
experience on satisfaction, both, directly and on indirectly through perceived value. Pleasure was used
as indicator of on-site experience in SEM model, so our results are consistent with previous findings
of Bigné et al. (2005). The importance of on-site experience was, in comparison to the impact of
perceived quality, lower (lower values of path coefficients) and less clearly expressed (lower values of
significance). Lower but still significant impact was found for on-site experience (as emotional response)
on satisfaction, as was stated previously e.g. by Petrick (2004b). Nevertheless, for further studied the
role of on-site experience is substantial as it seems to be having a mediating role between perceived
quality and perceived value and between perceived quality and satisfaction.

Effects of motivation on satisfaction were confirmed only for pull motivations as in the study of Yoon
and Uysal (2005). The most significant path in the model was pull motivations — perceived quality
— perceived value — satisfaction — identical to findings of Chen and Tsai (2007) even though, instead
of, the pull motives were considered in this study.

Conclusions

This study builds on the findings of previous studies assessing causal interlinks of perceived quality,
perceived value (Chen & Tsai, 2007; He & Song, 2009) and on-site experience (Bigné et al., 2005)
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by considering the role of motivation and satisfaction in the process. The proposed model was tested
among visitors to a large number of water-based natural attractions in Central Europe. Thereby, the
research differs from previous similar studies where the concept of the relation to only one element
(destination or one service category) was generally tested.

The results of structural equation modelling confirmed the causal path: perceived quality — perceived
value — satisfaction. In addition, it also indicated the on-site experience as significant mediation element
in causal path between perceived quality and perceived value: perceived quality — on-site experience
— perceived value — satisfaction. The results also confirmed the importance of pull motivations to
overall satisfaction (Yoon & Uysal, 2005) by being an antecedent of perceived quality. However, the
linkage of push motives on the causal chain of predictors of satisfaction was not supported.

A very important factor in the final satisfaction of tourists is their initial pull motivation. The research
confirmed that the most important motivators are 'pleasant environment' and 'interesting landscapes'.
When promoting the explored areas, or areas with similar conditions, managers should consider ac-
centuating foremost the landscape and particular attractions.

Findings of the present study have to be considered within the limitations of the research methodo-
logy. This research was focused on satisfaction with the visit to a site. These sites can be considered as
'small' in spatial sense and, in most cases, the respondents attended several sites of interest during their
trips. So the satisfaction with the site visit could be influenced by the experience with sites that were
already visited within this or an earlier trip. Second limitation relates to the generalization of results,
as only domestic visitors were surveyed in this study. Although the focus on the domestic tourists was
warranted in this case due to the study area's popularity among domestic visitors, international visitors
might react differently due to the lack of familiarity with these sites.

The results and their comparison with previous findings suggest some future research possibilities.
Firstly, in order to increase validity of results, the model should be tested in variety of settings and
both, domestic and international visitors should be included in the sample. Secondly, as this study,
similar to that of Yoon and Uysal's (2005), showed the ambiguous position of push motivation within
the satisfaction formation process, there is a need to investigate this in depth.

Acknowledgement

We are grateful to all visitors of attractions who participated in this survey. We also thank local and regional tourism authori-
ties for cooperation as well as we thank the students for the field collecting of questionnaires. The whole field survey as well
as preparation of this paper was supported from the Czech Science Foundation — GACR 403/09/P053 "The typology of
tourist's attitudes towards environment, the case of waters in landscape.'

References

Anderson, J.C. & Gerbing, D.W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A review and recommended two-
step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103(3), 411-423.

Arlinghaus, R. & Mehner, T. (2003). Socio-economic characterisation of specialised common carp (Cyprinus carpio L.)
anglers in Germany, and implications for inland fisheries management and eutrophication control. Fisheries
Research, 61(1-3), 19-33.

Original scientific paper 426
Josef Navratil / Kamil Picha / Jana Navratilova
Vol. 60/ No. 4/2012/ 411 - 430



Baker, D.A. & Crompton, J.L. (2000). Quality, satisfaction and behavioral intentions. Annals of Tourism Research, 27(3),
785-804.

Ballantyne, R., Packer, J. & Hughes, K. (2008). Environmental awareness, interests and motives of botanic gardens
visitors: Implications for interpretive practice. Tourism Management, 29(3), 439-444.

Bansal, H. & Eiselt, H.A. (2004). Exploratory research of tourist motivations and planning. Tourism Management, 25(3),
387-396.

Bigné, J.E., Sanchez, M.I. & Sanchez, J. (2001). Tourism image, evaluation variable and after purchase behaviour: inter-
relationship. Tourism Management, 22(6), 607-616.

Bigné, J.E., Andreu, L. & Gnoth, J. (2005). The theme park experience: An analysis of pleasure, arousal and satisfaction.
Tourism Management, 26(6), 833-844.

Browne, M.W. & Cudeck, R. (1992). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. Sociological Methods and Research, 21(2),
230-258.

Borrie, W.T. & Roggenbuck, J.W. (2001). The dynamic, emergent, and multi-phasic nature of on-site wilderness experi-
ences. Journal of Leisure Research, 33(2), 202-228.

Cetkovsky, S., Klusacek, P, Martinat, S. & Zapletalov4, J. (2007). Some aspects of cross-border cooperation in Eurore-
gions of the Czech Republic on example of the Sumava region. Moravian Geographical Reports, 15(1), 43-55.

Chang, J.Ch. (2007). Travel motivations of package tour travelers. Tourism — An International Interdisciplinary Journal,
55(2),157-176.

Chen, Ch. & Tsai, D. (2007). How destination image and evaluative factors affect behavioral intentions? Tourism
Management, 28(4), 1115-1122.

Chhetri, P, Arrowsmith, C. & Jackson, M. (2004). Determining hiking experiences in nature-based tourist destinations.
Tourism Management, 25(1), 31-43.

Christ, C., Hillel, O., Matus, S. & Sweeting, J. (2003). Tourism and biodiversity. Mapping tourism's global footprint. Wash-
ington & Paris: Conservation International & UNEP.

Confer, J.J.,,Vogelsong, H.G., Graefe, A.R. & Solan, D.S. (1996). Relationships between motivations and recreation activi-
ty preferences among Delaware State Park visitors: An exploratory analysis. In W. Kuentzel (Ed.), Proceedings
ofthe 1996 Northeastern Recreation Research Symposium. Retrieved October 24, 2010, from http://www.fs.fed.
us/ne/newtown_square/publications/technical_reports/pdfs/scanned/gtr232b.pdf.

Crompton, J.L. (1979). Motivations of pleasure vacation. Annals of Tourism Research, 6(4), 408-424.
Dann, G.M. (1981). Tourism Motivations: An appraisal. Annals of Tourism Research, 8(2), 189-219.

den Breejen, L. (2007). The experiences of long distance walking: A case study of the West High-land Way in Scotland.
Tourism Management, 28(4), 1417-1427.

Denstadli, J.M., & Jacobsen, J.S. (2010). The long and winding roads: Perceived quality of scenic tourism routes, Tou-
rism Management, 32(4), 780-789.

Devesa, M., Laguna, M. & Palacios, A. (2010). The role of motivation in visitor satisfaction: Empirical evidence in rural
tourism. Tourism Management, 31(4), 547-552.

Donovan, R.J.,, & Rossiter, J.R. (1982). Store atmosphere: An environmental psychology approach. Journal of Retail-
ling, 58(1), 34-57.

Donovan, RJ., Rossiter, J.R., Marcoolyn, G. & Nesdale, A. (1994). Store atmosphere and purchasing behavior. Journal
of Retailling, 70(3), 283-294.

Duman, T. & Mattila, A.S. (2005). The role of affective factors on perceived cruise vacation value. Tourism Manage-
ment, 26(3), 311-323.

Original scientific paper 427
Josef Navratil / Kamil Picha / Jana Navratilova
Vol. 60/ No. 4/2012/ 411 - 430



Dwyer, L., Forsyth, P.& Dwyer, W. (2010). Tourism ecomics and policy. Bristol, Buffalo, Toronto: Channel View Publications.

Echtner, C.M. & Ritchie, J.R.B. (2003). The meaning and measurement of destination image. The Journal of Tourism
Studies, 14(1), 37-48.

Emir, O. & Kozak, M. (2011). Perceived importance of attributes on hotel guests' repeat visit intentions. Tourism — An
International Interdisciplinary Journal, 59(2), 131-143.

Farber, M.E. &Hall, T.E. (2007). Emotion and environment: Visitors' extraordinary experiences along the Dalton Highway
in Alaska. Journal of Leisure Research, 39(2), 248-270.

Foret, M. & Klusacek, P. (2011). The importance of the partnership and cooperation in the regional development
exampled on Znojmo region. Acta Universitatis Agriculturae et Silviculturae Mendelianae Brunensis, 59(4), 79-85.

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

Frantal, B. & Kunc, J. (2011). Wind turbines in tourism landscapes: Czech Experience. Annals of Tourism Research,
38(2),499-519.

Gnotbh, J. (1997). Tourism motivation and expectation formation. Annals of Tourism Research, 24(2), 283-304.
Goossens, C. (2000). Tourism information and pleasure motivation. Annals of Tourism Research, 27(2), 301-321.

Graefe, A.R, Thapa, B., Confer, J.J. & Absher, J.D. (2000). Relationships between trip motivations and selected variables
among Allegheny National Forest visitors. In D.N. Cole, S.F. McCool, W.T. Borrie & J. O'Loughlin (Eds.), Wilderness
science in a time of change conference — Volume 4: Wilderness visitors, experiences, and visitor management; 1999
May 23-27; Missoula, MT. Odgen: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research
Station.

Gu, H.&Ryan, Ch. (2008). Place attachment, identity and community impacts of tourism — the case of a Beijing hutong.
Tourism Management, 29(4), 637-647.

Gupta, S., McLaughlin, E. & Gomez, M. (2007). Guest satisfaction and restaurant performance. Cornell Hotel and Res-
taurant and Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 48(3), 284-298.

Haggett, P. (2001). Geography: a global synthesis. Harlow, United Kingdom: Pearson Education.

He, Y. & Song H. (2009). A mediation model of tourists' repurchase intentions for packaged Tourism services. Journal
of Travel Research, 47(3), 317-331.

Jang, S.(S.) & Feng, R. (2007). Temporal destination revisit intention: The effects of novelty seeking and satisfaction.
Tourism Management, 28(2), 580-590.

Jang, S.C.(S.) & Namkung, Y. (2009). Perceived quality, emotions, and behavioral intentions: Application of an extended
Mehrabian-Russell model to restaurants. Journal of Business Research, 62(4), 451-460.

Klusacek, P, Martinat, S., Matznetter, W. & Wisbauer, A. (2009). Urban development in selected Czech and Austrian
city regions. Acta Universitatis Palackianae Olomucensis Facultas Rerum Naturalium, Geographica, 40(2), 27-57.

Kozak, M. & Rimmington, M. (2000). Tourist satisfaction with Mallorca, Spain, as an off-season holiday destination.
Journal of Travel Research, 38(3), 260-269.

Kucera, T. (Ed.) (2005). Red book on habitats of the Czech Republic. Retrieved October 24, 2010, from http://www.usbe.
cas.cz/cervenakniha/eng.

Lee, B. & Shafer, C.S. (2002). The dynamic nature of leisure experience: An application of affect control theory. Journal
of Leisure Research, 34(3), 290-310.

Lin, D.-J,, Sheu, I.-Ch,, Pai, J.-Y,, Bair, A., Hung, Ch.-Y,, Yeh, Y.-H. & Chou, M.-J. (2009). Measuring patient's expectation
and the perception of quality in LASIK services. Health and Quality of Life Outcomes, 7(1), 63-70.

Original scientific paper 428
Josef Navratil / Kamil Picha / Jana Navratilova
Vol. 60/ No. 4/2012/ 411 - 430



Liu, Y. & Jang, S.Ch.(S.). (2009). The effects of dining atmospherics: An extended Mehrabian—Russell model. Interna-
tional Journal of Hospitality Management, 28(4), 494-503.

Long, D.A. & Perkins, D.D. (2003). Confirmation facor analysis ot the sense of community index and development of
a brief SCI. Journal of Community Psychology, 31(3), 279-296.

Lundmark, L. & Miller, D.K.(2010). The supply of nature-based tourism activities in Sweden. Tourism - An International
Interdisciplinary Journal, 58(4), 379-393.

Marion, J.L. & Reid, S.E. (2007). Minimising visitor impacts to protected areas: The efficacy of low impact education
programmes. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 15(1), 5-27.

Marcussen, C.H. (2011). Determinants of tourist satisfaction and intention to return. Tourism - An International Inter-
disciplinary Journal, 59(2), 203-221.

Mehrabian, A. & Russell, J.A. (1974). An approach to environmental psychology. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Navratil, J., Martinat, S. & Kallabova, E. (2009). Framework for utilizing angling as a tourism development tool in rural
areas. Agricultural Economics — Zemedelska Ekonomika, 55(10), 508-518.

Navratil, J., Picha, K. & Hfebcova, J. (2010). The importance of historical monuments for domestic tourists: The case
of South-western Bohemia (Czech Republic). Moravian Geographical Reports, 18(1), 45-61.

Navratil, J., Picha, K., Rajchard, J., & Navrétilov4, J. (2011). Impact of visit on visitors' perceptions of the environments
of nature-based tourism sites. Tourism — An International Interdisciplinary Journal, 59(1), 7-23.

Navratil, J., Picha, K., Knotek, J., Kucera, T., Navratilova, J., Rajchard, J. & White Baravalle Gilliam, V.L. (2013). The com-
parison of attractiveness of tourist sites for ecotourism and mass tourism: The case of waters in mountainous
protected areas. Tourismos: an International Multidisciplinary Journal of Tourism, 8(1) (in press).

Neal, J.D. & Gursoy, D. (2008). A multifaceted analysis of tourism satisfaction. Journal of Travel Research, 47(1), 53-62.

Novotny, O. (2004). Motivace k ndvstévé turistickych regioni v Ceské republice. Prague, Czech Republic: Stem/Mark.
Retrieved October 24, 2010, from http://www.czechtourism.cz/files/statistiky/motivaceregiony.pdf.

Nusair, K. & Hua, N. (2010). Comparative assessment of structural equation modeling and multiple regression research
methodologies: E-comemerce context. Tourism Management, 31(3), 314-324.

Oliver, R.L. (1980). A cognitive model of the antecedents and consequences of satisfaction decisions. Journal of
Marketing Research, 17(4), 460-4609.

Pala, P. (2008). Manudl k aplikaci JanMap v.2.4.7. Retrieved April 27, 2009, from http://janitor.cenia.cz/www/public/
manual/janmap/index.html.

Peterson, R. (1994). A meta-analysis of Cronbach's coefficient alpha. Journal of Consumer Research, 21(2), 381-391.
Petrick, J.F. (2004a). First timers' and repeaters' perceived value. Journal of Travel Research, 43(1), 29-38.

Petrick, J.F. (2004b). The roles of quality, perceived value and satisfaction in predicting cruise passengers' behavioral
intentions. Journal of Travel Research, 42(4), 397-407.

Petrick, J.F,, Morais, D.D. & Norman, W.C. (2001). An examination of the determinants of entertainment vacationers'
intentions to revisit. Journal of Travel Research, 40(1), 41-48.

Pruitt, D. & LaFont, S. (1995). For love and money. Romance tourism in Jamaica. Annals of Tourism Research, 22(2),
422-440.

Qu, H. & Ping, EW.Y. (1999). A service performance model of Hong Kong cruise travelers' motivation factors and
satisfaction. Tourism Management, 20(2), 237-244.

Real, E., Arce, C. & Sabucedo, J.M. (2000). Classification of landscapes using quantitative and categorical data, and
prediction of their scenic beauty in north-western Spain. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 20(4), 355-373.

Original scientific paper 429
Josef Navratil / Kamil Picha / Jana Navratilova
Vol. 60/ No. 4/2012/ 411 - 430



Ritchie, J.R.B. & Crouch, G.l. (2003). The competitive destination: A sustainable tourism perspective. Oxon, NY: CABI
Publishing.

Robinson, G.M. (1998). Methods and techniques in human geography. Chichester, United Kingdom: John Wiley and Sons.

Ryan, Ch. & Glendon, I. (1998). Application of leisure motivation scale to tourism. Annals of Tourism Research, 25(1),
169-184.

Schumacker, R.E. & Lomax, R.G. (2004). A beginner's guide to structural equation modeling. Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

Sheldon, PJ. & Var, T. (1984). Resident attitudes to tourism in North Wales. Tourism Management, 5(1), 40-47.

Sparks, B. (2007). Planning a wine tourism vacation? Factors that help to predict tourist behavioural intentions. Tou-
rism Management, 28(5), 1180-1192.

Spilanis, I.P. & Karayiannis, O.P. (2009). Tourism and environment: Preasures of tourism related construction activity
on the natural environment of host areas - attempting a survey in the Cyclades. Tourismos: an International
Multidisciplinary Journal of Tourism, 4(4), 17-34.

Spector, P.E. (1992). Summated rating scale construction: An introduction. Newbury Park: SAGE.

Steiger, J.H. (2009). Measures of fit in structural equation modelling: An introduction. Retrieved July 25, 2010, from http://
www.statpower.net/Content/312/Handout/Measures%200f%20Fit%20in%20Structural%20Equation%20
Modeling.pdf.

Vanova, V. (2007). Ceska centrdla cestovniho ruchu ,Medidlni podpora domdciho cestovniho ruchu v Ceské republice"
Prague, Czech Republic: CzechTourism. Retrieved May 26, 2011, from http://www.czechtourism.cz/files/regiony/
srop1/19_06_07_souhrnna_zprava_zaverecna.pdf.

Vittersg, J., Vorkinn, M., Vistad, O.l. & Vaagland, J. (2000). Tourist experiences and attractions. Annals of Tourism Re-
search, 27(2), 432-450.

VIaskova, M. (2004). Domdci cestovni ruch v Ceské republice. Prague, Czech Republic: CzechTourism. Retrieved April
02, 2009, from http://www.czechtourism.cz/files/dcr2003.

Vystoupil, J., Sauer, M., Holesinska, A., Kunc, J., Seidenglanz, D. & Tonev, P. (2011). Geografie cestovniho ruchu Ceské
republiky. Plzen: Ale$ Cenék.

Wu, C.H. & Liang, R.-D. (2009). Effect of experiential value on customer satisfaction with service encounters in luxury-
hotel restaurants. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 28(4), 586-593.

Yoon, Y. & Uysal, M. (2005). An examination of the effects of motivation and satisfaction on destination loyalty: a
structural model. Tourism Management, 26(1), 45-56.

Yuan, J.(J.) &Jang, S.(J.) (2008). The effects of quality and satisfaction on awareness and behavioral Intentions: Explo-
ring the role of a wine festival. Journal of Travel Research, 46(3), 279-288.

Submitted: 09/08/2011
Accepted: 11/01/2012

Original scientific paper 430
Josef Navratil / Kamil Picha / Jana Navratilova
Vol. 60/ No. 4/2012/ 411 - 430



