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Abstract
This study presents a preliminary research 

towards a conceptual model of relationship betwe-
en the overall and the destination attributes satis-
faction. Precisely, the paper explores and classifies 
destination pull factors as a precondition to design 
a conceptual model. Therefore, the first step was to 
categorise destination attributes into meaningful 
groups of pull factors that provide greater efficiency 
in achieving and maintaining a desired perception 
of destination quality, measured by tourists’ satis-
faction.  The exploratory factor analysis was con-
ducted on the sample of 289 tourists visiting the 
town of Split (Croatia). The required prior stati-
stical preconditions were successfully met and the 
principal component analysis was conducted on 20 
items with Varimax rotation method. Based on the 
results, four pull factors were retained in the final 
analysis, explaining 54.760% of the variance. In the 
final categorisation, factor loading was above 0.4 

for all four extracted factors, with reliability of me-
asurement scales. Major findings of this study con-
firm that destination attributes can be grouped in a 
meaningful way regarding tourist satisfaction and 
indicate that the extracted pull factors, representing 
both common and unique destination attributes, 
have the potential to be generally applicable. The 
extracted factors are the primary or fundamental 
offer components; additional/expanded offer com-
ponents; tertiary or tendency/affinity/preference 
offer components and specific offer components. 
Recommendations for further research are given, in 
order to explore to what extent the tourists’ overall 
satisfaction is related to their satisfaction with desti-
nation attributes, and to expand the model with the 
impact of other moderating elements.

Keywords: tourists’ overall satisfaction, de-
stination attributes, pull factors, destination mar-
keting and management
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1. INTRODUCTION
The constant and distinct interest in the 

satisfaction concept in tourism may be ex-
plained with the fact that tourists’ satisfac-
tion research provides significant implica-
tions for managing the overall performance 
of a destination (Krešić et al., 2013), re-
quired to achieve, inter alia, the marketing 
goals of tourists’ repeat visits and word-of-
mouth recommendations.  

All aspects of the satisfaction concept, 
its elements and their relationships have 
been explored to a great extent resulting in 
a variety of models, theories and approach-
es. Numerous studies reveal interesting, 
yet often inconsistent results – mostly con-
curring with respect to general principles, 
but without any final consensus (Marinao, 
2017) on the generally applicable and oper-
able level for destination management.

The topics where generalisation im-
poses a problem, while at the same time 
being desirable from the aspect of destina-
tion management, are certainly the issue of 
destination attributes (Žabkar et al., 2010) 
and the issue of pull factors, respectively. 
Establishing a meaningful generally appli-
cable set of destination attributes, grouped 
in pull factors, presenting the common, 
as well as the unique attributes of destina-
tion (Pike and Mason, 2011), is necessary 
to determine their impact on tourists’ over-
all satisfaction and relationship with other 
moderating elements, thus enabling effec-
tive and efficient destination management. 
Therefore, the subject of this paper is to 
explore and classify pull factors (of destina-
tion attributes), as a first step in designing 
the model, which will facilitate and enhance 
destination management and marketing 
process.

The following section brings a 
short review of existing approaches to 

conceptualising tourist satisfaction and dif-
ferences in research results, specifically 
those regarding the pull factors, as the main 
interest of this research. The third section 
presents the results of the research, con-
ducted on the sample of tourists visiting 
the town of Split in Croatia, regarding their 
satisfaction with 20 destination attributes. 
The emphasis is put on the exploratory 
factor analysis, as a method used to group 
the destination attributes into pull factors. 
Additionally, in the same section, the main 
results are discussed through compari-
son with the results of comparable studies. 
Finally, the conclusion elaborates on the 
implications of the results and the recom-
mendations for further research.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
The concept of satisfaction is one of the 

most frequently studied topics in tourism 
marketing research. A wide range of stud-
ies, focusing on the analysis of the relation-
ship between satisfaction and loyalty (e.g. 
Agyeiwaah et al., 2016; Chan et al., 2015; 
Chen & Chen, 2010; Dmitrović et al., 2009; 
Hutchinson et al., 2009; Chi & Qu, 2008; 
Hui et al., 2007; Yu & Goulden, 2006; Yoon 
& Uysal, 2005; Baker & Crompton, 2000; 
Kozak & Rimmington, 2000) have con-
firmed tourist satisfaction to be “a strong 
indicator of their intentions to revisit and 
recommend the destination” (Assaker et al., 
2011: 892), representing the most relevant 
marketing goals of destination management. 

The literature provides several mod-
els, theories and approaches, which vary 
in methodology of explaining and measur-
ing customer satisfaction in tourism. It is 
a well established practice among tourism 
researchers (scientists and practitioners) 
to measure tourist satisfaction, not only 
with the overall evaluation of destination 
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experiences, but also with regard to particu-
lar destination attributes (Yu & Goulden, 
2006; Kozak, 2001; Baker & Crompton, 
2000). During the past three decades, nu-
merous tourism studies have examined how 
destination attributes affect overall tour-
ist satisfaction (e.g. Jensen et al., 2017; 
Eusébio & Luis Vieira, 2013; Denstadli & 
Jacobsen, 2011; Žabkar et al., 2010; Chi & 
Qu, 2008; Kozak & Rimmington, 2000). 
Various models have been offered and em-
pirically tested, and most studies show that 
changes recorded in attribute performance 
result in changes of overall satisfaction.

Likewise, the motivation-satisfaction 
relationship has also been extensively in-
vestigated (Albayrak and Caber, 2018). The 
push-pull framework (Dann, 1977) has been 
often applied in tourism motivation research. 
The push factors are referred to, in terms of 
the desire to travel, while the pull factors 
influence the traveller’s choice of destina-
tion (Wong et al., 2017: 397). According to 
this approach, people travel because they 
are “pushed by their own internal forces 
and pulled by the external forces of destina-
tion attributes” (Albayrak & Caber, 2018: 
202). A number of studies have examined 
push and/or pull motivational factors in dif-
ferent destinations and different cultural set-
tings (Wong et al., 2017; Yousefi & Marzuki, 
2015; Prayag & Hosany, 2014; Correia et al., 
2013; Denstadli & Jacobsen, 2011; Al-Haj 
Mohammad & Mat Som, 2010; Devesa et 
al., 2010; Prayag, 2010; Sangpikul; 2008), 
and some in special interest tourism (Caber 
& Albayrak, 2016; Chen & Chen, 2015). 
Several studies have also examined the in-
fluence of cross-cultural differences on push 
and pull factors (Wong et al., 2017; Prayag 
& Ryan, 2011; You et al., 2000; Kozak, 
2001).

Such a distinct interest in these top-
ics can be explained with the fact that 

destination attributes present the tourism of-
fer components that need to be created and/
or controlled, and that grouping them, in 
terms of pull factors, should facilitate des-
tination management towards achieving, 
maintaining and/or improving tourist satis-
faction. Given the diversity of studies, some 
inconsistencies in research results were to 
be expected. Besides some differences, re-
garding the impact of either attributes or 
pull and push factors, the studies mostly 
differ in grouping attributes into factors. 

Yoon & Uysal (2005) have examined 
the causal relationships between the push 
and pull factors, satisfaction and destination 
loyalty. Evidence has been found, support-
ing the relationship between satisfaction and 
destination loyalty, and between the push 
factors and loyalty, while pull factors’ nega-
tive effect on satisfaction has been detected. 
Similar model was applied by Khuong & Ha 
(2014), but with significantly different re-
sults, as they found the push and pull factors 
to positively influence the intention to revisit 
the destination directly, as well as indirectly, 
through satisfaction. Al-Haj Mohammad & 
Mat Som (2010) identified 25 push and 26 
pull attributes and grouped them, by employ-
ing factor analysis, into eight push factors 
and eight pull factors (“events & activities”, 
“easy access & affordable”, “history & cul-
ture”, “variety seeking”, “adventure”, “natu-
ral resources”, “heritage sites” and “sight-
seeing variety”). In his study, Prayag (2010) 
identified a list of 20 pull attributes, which 
were grouped into six factors (“facilitators”, 
“augmented tourism product”, “activities & 
entertainment”, “climate & scenery”, “cul-
tural & natural attractions” and “novelty & 
image of place”), by using the factor analy-
sis, although only two obtained factors were 
reliable. 

Žabkar et al. (2010) confirmed the effect 
of destination attributes on the perceived 
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quality of tourist offerings, which positively 
relates to satisfaction and behavioural inten-
tions. The six formative indicators (“easily 
reached destination”, “overall cleanliness of 
the destination”, “diversity of cultural/his-
torical attractions”, “quality of accommoda-
tion”, “friendliness of the local people” and 
“opportunities for rest”) were used in evalu-
ation of the model. Sangpikul (2008) and 
Yousefi & Marzuki (2015), in their studies 
of push and pull motivational factors, found 
three push and four pull factors (“travel ar-
rangements & facilities”, “cultural & his-
torical attractions”, “shopping & leisure 
activities” and “safety & cleanliness”). The 
model proposed by Eusébio & Luis Vieira 
(2013) confirmed that destination attributes 
influence overall destination satisfaction 
and post-visitation behavioural intentions. 
The results of the conducted exploratory 
factor analysis identified three factors – 
“basic services” (including price and qual-
ity of accommodation and food and drinks 
services), “accessibility” (including qual-
ity of transportation infrastructure, signpost 
and traffic congestion) and “attractions” (in-
cluding cultural and natural attractions).

It is evident that generalisation poses a 
problem in destination research. Although 
there are a number of basic attributes, rel-
evant for all destinations, many of attributes 
are specific to each destination and, as such, 
hinder generalisation (Žabkar et al., 2010: 
543). And if, for comparison, measuring 
of perceived destination performance was 
limited to common attributes, this would 
make it difficult to identify destination’s 
unique attributes (Pike and Mason, 2011). 
However, this should not discourage re-
search efforts in grouping of attributes into 
pull factors, allowing generalisation of 
common and specific attributes, and mea-
surement of their relationship with tourist 
satisfaction, as well as of other moderating 
factors.

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
AND RESULTS

3.1. Sample and questionnaire
The empirical research was conducted 

in the period from April to September 2016, 
on a sample of 1153 tourists, who visited 
the city of Split (Croatia), using a structured 
questionnaire and trained pollsters. The 
questionnaire consisted of demographic 
questions (gender, age, education, econom-
ic status and travel frequency), an evalua-
tion of the overall satisfaction with Split as 
a tourist destination and satisfaction with 
destination attributes, expressed in terms of 
pull motivational factors. The list of 20 des-
tination attributes was compiled by authors, 
based on the review of relevant empirical 
studies (Yiamjanya & Wongleedee, 2014; 
Pike & Mason, 2011; Prayag, 2010; Žabkar 
et al., 2010; Kozak, 2001), taking into con-
sideration the specifics of the destination. 
The classification of destination attributes 
was previously used in research exploring 
the relationship between the characteristics 
of tourism market segments and satisfaction 
with destination, as well as destination’s 
elements (Dragnić et al., 2017). The satis-
faction was measured on a 5-point Likert 
scale, ranging from 1 (totally dissatisfied/
ying) to 5 (totally satisfied/ying). Collected 
data were analysed using SPSS software 
package.

3.2. Descriptive results and research 
scope

The results of the descriptive analysis 
of the respondents’ demographic data are 
presented in Table 1. The majority of tour-
ists in the sample were female (55.6%), 
aged 41-60 (30.6%), of tertiary educa-
tion (52.9%), of average economic status 
(63.0%) and travelling up to two times a 
year (44.8%). But it can be noted that there 
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was also a relatively large number of tour-
ists representing senior citizens “61+” 
(20.2%), as well as tourists with higher 
economic status (30%) and above-average 
education status (postgraduate 30.7%). 

Additionally, 41.0% of respondents travel 
three to five times per year. As the sample 
reflects the tourist population of Split rela-
tively well, the results of the research can 
be considered relevant.

Table 1. General characteristics of tourists

N %

Gender
Male 507 44.4
Female 636 55.6
TOTAL 1,143 100

.0Age
16-25 277 24.5
26-40 351 30.6
41-60 278 24.6
61+ 229 20.2
TOTAL 1,153 100.

0Education
Primary 30 2.6
Secondary 157 13.7
Tertiary 604 52.9
Postgraduate 351 30.7
TOTAL 1,142 100.

0Economic status
Lower than average 69 6.1
Average 726 63.0
Higher than average 341 30.0
TOTAL 1,153 100

.0Travel frequency
1-2 per year 513 44.8
3-5 per year 469 41.0
6+ per year 162 14.2
TOTAL 1,153 100

.0Source: Research results

Regarding satisfaction, as the main 
scope of research interest, Table 2 shows 
overall satisfaction with Split as a tourist 
destination and tourists’ satisfaction with 20 

destination attributes (previously used by 
Dragnić et al., 2017), as well as averaged 
sum of satisfaction grades of destination 
attributes.
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Table 2. Tourists’ satisfaction descriptives

N Mean Std. Deviation

Statistic Statistic Statistic
Overall satisfaction 1,131 4.240 .8063
Satisfaction with destination attributes:
Accommodation quality 808 3.9678 0.90103
Kindness and affability of service provider 810 3.9975 0.91140
Richness of cultural-historic heritage 908 4.4218 0.81025
Variety of cultural contents 769 4.0026 0.86150
Quality of gastronomic offer 781 3.8899 0.90052
Authenticity of souvenirs, crafts...  653 3.3859 0.97101
Shopping possibilities 672 3.6205 0.98137
Variety of fun content for youth 487 3.4600 1.00714
Variety of other fun content  534 3.5974 0.92133
Orderliness of beaches   647 3.7960 0.98209
Variety of sports-recreational contents  480 3.4042 0.96233
Availability of medical, wellness & beauty services 406 3.2956 0.91156
Corresponding value for money 784 3.7768 0.89124
Traffic connectedness of destination  695 3.7396 1.06006
Availability of other services 626 3.8291 0.97218
Cleanness of the city, orderliness of public surfaces... 783 4.0332 0.88692
The offer in destination surroundings is interesting 661 4.1377 0.85144
Hospitality of local citizens 787 4.0928 0.90393
Atmosphere and spirit of destination 824 4.3447 0.78420

Availability of information in destination 653 3.8070 0.94778

Average summated satisfaction grade of destination attributes 3.830
Valid N (listwise) 284

Source: Research results
The overall satisfaction score was 4.24, 

whilst the satisfaction grades of destination 
attributes ranged from 3.29 to 4.42, with 
the average sum of destination satisfac-
tion grade attributes equal to 3.83. Thus, 
the overall satisfaction grade is noticeably 
higher than most of the individual destina-
tion attributes’ satisfaction grades, with the 
same applying to their average grade sum. 
Only two attributes have a higher satis-
faction grade than the overall satisfaction 

– ‘Richness of cultural-historic heritage’ 
and ‘Atmosphere and spirit of destination’. 

These results, like in many studies of sim-
ilar scope (e.g. Jensen et al., 2017; Eusébio & 
Luis Vieira, 2013; Chi & Qu, 2008; Kozak 
& Rimmington, 2000), raise the question to 
what extent the overall satisfaction grade is 
related to the satisfaction grade of destina-
tion attributes in a perspective of tourist sat-
isfaction management. Though scientists 
and practitioners acknowledge that tourists’ 
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overall satisfaction and destination attributes’ 
satisfaction differ, but are related in a way that 
the latter leads to the former, the generally ac-
cepted and applicable answer to the question 
has not been defined.

To be able to answer this question, au-
thors’ first step was to categorise destina-
tion attributes into meaningful groups of 
pull factors that provide greater efficiency 
in managing a destination towards achiev-
ing and maintaining a desired perception of 
quality, measured by tourists’ satisfaction. 
Thus, in this preliminary study, the authors 
explore the relationships among destination 
attributes regarding tourist satisfaction, with 
the aim of grouping them accordingly, not 
only to decrease the number of elements to 
be managed, but to propose the generally 
applicable groups of pull factors.

3.3. EFA research findings and 
discussion

To achieve the research purpose, the 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was con-
ducted, in order to group the destination 
attributes into pull factors that might bet-
ter explain the relationship with the overall 
tourist satisfaction. 

Prior to factor analysis, the required tests 
were performed. No significant outliers were 
detected, the data were found normally dis-
tributed (Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, sig 
0.000 for all elements, shown in Table 3) and 
sample size sufficient. However, only the 
data containing the grades of all destination 
attributes’ satisfaction (N=289) were consid-
ered for further analysis. 

Table 3. Tests of normality for destination attributes’ satisfaction

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test
Statistic Df Sig.

Accommodation quality .246 289 .000
Kindness and affability of service provider .255 289 .000
Richness of cultural-historic heritage .317 289 .000
Variety of cultural contents .221 289 .000
Quality of gastronomic offer .233 289 .000
Authenticity of souvenirs, crafts...  .214 289 .000
Shopping possibilities .199 289 .000
Variety of fun content for youth .218 289 .000
Variety of other fun content  .211 289 .000
Orderliness of beaches   .250 289 .000
Variety of sports-recreational contents  .236 289 .000
Availability of medical, wellness & beauty services .241 289 .000
Corresponding value for money .250 289 .000
Traffic connectedness of destination  .219 289 .000
Availability of other services .236 289 .000
Cleanness of the city, orderliness of public surfaces... .211 289 .000
The offer in destination surroundings is interesting .256 289 .000
Hospitality of local citizens .235 289 .000
Atmosphere and spirit of destination .215 289 .000
Availability of information in destination .285 289 .000
Accommodation quality .244 289 .000

Source: Research results
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In order to determine the underlying di-
mension of the tourist satisfaction with the 
destination attributes, EFA was conducted 
on a sub-sample of 289 respondents (data 
with grades of all destination attributes’ 
satisfaction), which with 14.45 cases per at-
tribute satisfied the rule of thumb of min. 10 
to 15 cases per variable (Field, 2009). Thus, 
20 items were analysed using principal 
component analysis and Varimax rotation 

method. The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin meas-
ure of sampling adequacy is KMO = 0.881 
and all KMO values for individual items 
are above the acceptable limit of 0.5 (Field, 
2009), with the exception of one item (with 
KMO = 0.482, very near the threshold of 
0.5). Bartlett’s test of sphericity indicates 
that correlations between items are suf-
ficiently strong. The results of KMO and 
Bartlett’s test are shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. KMO and Bartlett’s test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .881

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity
Approx. Chi-Square 2065.077
Df 190
Sig. .000

Source: Research results

An initial analysis was run with five fac-
tors, with eigenvalues over 1 (Kaiser criteri-
on) and in combination explained 58.754% 
of the variance, but the scree plot showed 
inflexions that justify the four factors 

option. So, based on the sample size and the 
scree plot, four pull factors were retained 
in final analysis, explaining 54.760% of the 
variance (Table 5). 

Table 5. Total variance explained for final solution

Co
m

po
ne

nt

Initial Eigenvalues
Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings
Rotation Sums of Squared 

Loadings
% of 

Variance
Cumulative 

% Total
% of 

Variance
Cumulative 

% Total
% of 

Variance
Cumulative 

%
1 6.684 33.418 33.418 6.684 33.418 33.418 3.522 17.608 17.608
2 1.822 9.110 42.528 1.822 9.110 42.528 2.806 14.031 31.639
3 1.331 6.653 49.182 1.331 6.653 49.182 2.456 12.279 43.918
4 1.116 5.578 54.760 1.116 5.578 54.760 2.168 10.842 54.760
5 .976 4.879 59.639
6 .902 4.510 64.149
7 .824 4.119 68.269
8 .740 3.699 71.968
9 .639 3.194 75.162
10 .622 3.112 78.274
11 .593 2.965 81.239
12 .573 2.864 84.103
13 .558 2.790 86.893
14 .497 2.487 89.380
15 .486 2.432 91.812
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16 .373 1.864 93.677
17 .363 1.816 95.493
18 .338 1.688 97.181
19 .313 1.565 98.747
20 .251 1.253 100.000

Source: Research results

The average of the communalities 
is 0.54 (10.952/20 = 0.5476), which is 

acceptable for this sample size and number 
of items (Table 6.). 

Table 6. Communalities

Initial Extraction
Accommodation quality 1.000 .414
Kindness and affability of service provider 1.000 .489
Richness of cultural-historic heritage 1.000 .763
Variety of cultural contents 1.000 .753
Quality of gastronomic offer 1.000 .446
Authenticity of souvenirs, crafts...  1.000 .477
Shopping possibilities 1.000 .595
Variety of fun content for youth 1.000 .709
Variety of other fun content  1.000 .699
Orderliness of beaches   1.000 .392
Variety of sports-recreational contents  1.000 .484
Availability of medical, wellness & beauty services 1.000 .492
Corresponding value for money 1.000 .470
Traffic connectedness of destination  1.000 .601
Availability of other services 1.000 .623
Cleanness of the city, orderliness of public surfaces... 1.000 .427
The offer in destination surroundings is interesting 1.000 .521
Hospitality of local citizens 1.000 .622
Atmosphere and spirit of destination 1.000 .522
Availability of information in destination 1.000 .452
Total communalities extraction: 10.952
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Source: Research results

As demonstrated by Table 5, four pull 
factors have been extracted, with eigen-
values 6.684 for factor 1; 1.822 for factor 

2; 1.331 for factor 3 and 1.116 for factor 4. 
Rotated solution for proposed four factors 
with their factor loading is shown in Table 7.
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Table 7. Rotated component matrix of final solution

Component
1 2 3 4

Hospitality of local citizens .733
Kindness and affability of service provider .671
Atmosphere and spirit of destination .621
Cleanness of the city, orderliness of public surfaces... .598
Accommodation quality .591
Corresponding value for money .462 .357 .302
Shopping possibilities .695
Authenticity of souvenirs, crafts... .622
Traffic connectedness of destination .465 .618
Availability of other services .509 .585
Availability of medical, wellness & beauty services .569 .343
Availability of information in destination .452 .496
Variety of fun content for youth .773
Variety of other fun content .769
Orderliness of beaches   .378 .518
Variety of sports-recreational contents .373 .517
The offer in destination surroundings is interesting .360 .435 .434
Quality of gastronomic offer .342 .419 .321
Richness of cultural-historic heritage .845
Variety of cultural contents .839

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 13 iterations.
Source: Research results

The results in Table 7 show that the EFA 
procedure has extracted four pull factors. 
Since this study is a preliminary research, 
aimed toward formulating a conceptual 
model of relationship between the overall 
and the destination attributes satisfaction, 
relatively liberal rules of thumb for factor 
loading were applied.  Even though the ro-
tated component matrix shows factor load-
ings higher than 0.3, in the final categori-
sation, all factor loadings are above 0.4. 
In cases where the same component could 
be categorised in more than a single fac-
tor, researchers used prior knowledge and 
meaningfulness of the study results and im-
plications of categorisation. Along this line 
of reasoning, the categorisation of ‘Traffic 

connectedness’, ‘Availability of other ser-
vices’, ‘Availability of information in des-
tination’ and ‘The interesting offer in des-
tination surroundings’ coincided with the 
highest factor loading criterion. 

Furthermore, the characteristics of at-
tributes that cluster on the same pull factor, 
suggest that Factor 1 represents the primary 
or basic offer components, Factor 2 the sec-
ondary or additional/expanded offer compo-
nents, Factor 3 tertiary or tendency/affinity/
preference (TAP) offer components. Taking 
into consideration that ‘history & culture’ 
was the most common association related 
to Split as tourist destination (Pivčević et 
al., 2017), the categorisation of history and 
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culture offer components in Factor 4 may 
indicate that this factor represents the spe-
cific offer components, i.e. those related to 
uniqueness or “trade mark” of a destination. 
Thus, these four pull factors (Table 8) offer 

a way to identify, measure, compare and 
manage the common, as well as the unique 
perception of the quality of destination at-
tributes, measured with tourist satisfaction.  

Table 8. Pull factors regarding tourist satisfaction with destination attributes

Factor Name Brief explanation

Factor  1 MUST HAVE primary or basic tourist offer components

Factor 2 UPGRADE secondary or additional/expanded tourist offer components

Factor 3 TAP tertiary or tendency/affinity/preference tourist offer components

Factor 4 SPECIFIC specific or unique/ “trade mark” tourist offer components (in this 
case:‘history & culture’)

Source: Research results
To confirm the EFA findings, reliability 

of measurement scales was conducted and 
confirmed, as Cronbach’s Alfa was above 

0.7 for the whole scale, as well as for each 
of the four factors (Table 9).

Table 9. Reliability statistics for extracted pull factors

Factor Name No. of components Cronbach’s Alpha

Factor 1 MUST HAVE 6 0.885

Factor 2 UPGRADE 6 0.767

Factor 3 TAP 6 0.746

Factor 4 SPECIFIC 2 0.723
Source: Research results

Comparing these pull factors to the find-
ings of the previously mentioned studies, 
some similarities and differences can be no-
ticed. The number of included destination 
attributes varies from 9 to 33 and, in spite of 
similarity in basic attributes, their scope dif-
fers. The study of Eusébio and Vieira (2013), 
which included 9 destination attributes, shows 
scarcity of the “soft” ones. In the studies 
with numerous attributes, scope differs less 
(Sangpikul, 2008; Prayag, 2010; Chi & Qu, 
2008), though differences, those referring to 
specifics of destination in particular (Yousefi 
& Marzuki, 2015; Al-Haj Mohammad & Mat 
Som, 2010), can be noticed. Comparing the 

sets of pull factors, regardless of the differ-
ence in number (from 3 to 8) and their names, 
many similarities can be found, particularly in 
grouping common destination attributes. But, 
unlike previously extracted pull factors, the 
presented set offers the way to generalise spe-
cific destination attributes and the flexibility 
needed, due to variety of destinations, as well 
as of tourists’ motives and preferences. So, 
the factor 3 (TAP- tendency/ affinity/prefer-
ence tourist offer components) and the factor 
4 (specific or unique/“trade mark” tourist offer 
components) can be considered as the main 
advantage and contribution of the presented 
set of pull factors.
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4. CONCLUSION
Regardless of some similarities with the

pull factors extracted in previous research, 
it can be concluded that the new set of pull 
factors, representing destination attributes, 
i.e. tourist offer components, is presented 
as a starting point in evaluation of the re-
lationship between the overall and destina-
tion attributes’ satisfaction. Major findings 
confirm that destination attributes can be 
grouped in a meaningful way with the pur-
pose to reveal subtle preference changes 
or experienced dissatisfaction among tour-
ists so as to improve the final performance 
– overall satisfaction with a destination. In
addition, extracted pull factors, represent-
ing common and unique destinations’ at-
tributes, have the potential to be generally 
applicable.  

These findings could serve as a stimu-
lus for putting an additional research effort 
in grouping the destinations’ attributes into 
pull factors which can enable generalisa-
tion of common, as well as of specific at-
tributes and the measurement of their rela-
tionship with tourist satisfaction, as well as 
of other moderating factors, accordingly. 
Additionally, these findings would enhance 
understanding of the role of various des-
tination attributes in achieving tourist sat-
isfaction, and that, in turn, could facilitate 
and improve destination management and 
marketing processes and results. As a re-
search limitation, a relatively small sample 
of tourists and a single destination and its 
attributes should be noted. Further research 
should include larger samples and a number 
of diverse destinations, in order to test the 
potential of generalisation of the extracted 
pull factors, thus, leading to the formula-
tion of the conceptual model of the relation-
ship between the overall and destination 
attributes’ satisfaction. Additionally, further 
research should confirm and improve find-
ings, not only to answer the question to 

what extent the overall satisfaction grade 
is related to the satisfaction grade of desti-
nation attributes, but to expand the model 
with the impact of push factors and/or other 
moderating elements. 
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PREMA RAZVOJU MODELA ODNOSA IZMEĐU 
UKUPNOG I ZADOVOLJSTVA ATRIBUTIMA 
DESTINACIJE: PRELIMINARNA STUDIJA

Sažetak
U ovoj se studiji predstavlja preliminarno istraživanje, usmjereno prema razvoju konceptualnog 

modela odnosa između ukupnog i zadovoljstva atributima destinacije. Točnije rečeno, u radu se ispituju 
i klasificiraju čimbenici privlačenja od strane destinacije, kao pretpostavka za dizajniranje konceptu-
alnog istraživačkog modela. Stoga je, kao prvi istraživački korak, provedena kategorizacija atributa 
destinacije u logične skupine čimbenika privlačenja, koji omogućavaju veću učinkovitost postizanja 
i održavanja željene razine kvalitete destinacije, mjerene pomoću zadovoljstva turista. Na uzorku od 
289 turistističkih posjetitelja grada Splita provedena je eksploratorna faktorska analiza (EFA). Uz 
zadovoljavanje statističkih preduvjeta, analiza glavnih komponenti, uz Varimax rotaciju, provedena je 
na 20 čestica. Na temelju dobivenih rezultata, zadržana su četiri faktora privlačenja, koji objašnjavaju 
54,76% varijance. U završnom koraku, faktorska opterećenja su iznosila više od 0,4 za sve identi-
ficirane faktore s pouzdanim mjernim ljestvicama. Najvažniji zaključci ove studije potvrđuju da se 
atributi destinacije mogu grupirati na smislen način, korištenjem zadovoljstva turista kao temelja gru-
piranja, kao i da identificirani čimbenici privlačenja – kako posebna, tako i opća obilježja destinacije 
– imaju potencijal za generalizaciju. Identificirani faktori su: primarne/temeljne, dodatne/proširene i
tercijarne (povezane s individualnim ukusima te preferencijama), kao i spefične komponente ponude. 
Identificiraju se preporuke za buduća istraživanja, kako bi se utvrdilo do koje mjere je ukupno zado-
voljstvo turista povezano s njihovim zadovoljstvom obilježjima destinacije te proširio model s ostalim 
elementima, koji imaju posrednički utjecaj.

Ključne riječi: ukupno zadovoljstvo turista, obilježja destinacije, čimbenici privlačenja, marketing 
i menadžment destinacije




