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Abstract: Destinations are competing every day to attract more tourists and increase tourism receipts.
In order to maintain tourists’ interests in the destination and expect sustainable income from tourism,
understanding tourists’ perceptions of the destination is a critical task for destination managers.
Tourists’ continuous visitation can be ensured when destinations are perceived to be positive and
attractive. Therefore, this study examines destination attributes that are fundamental elements of
the destination and tourists’ experiences. More specifically, this study investigates the destination
attributes that are perceived to be positive by tourists using online reviews. Online reviews were
analyzed with content analysis techniques and the quantified content was statically compared with the
star rating provided by tourists. In addition, the influence of destination attributes on other conation
dimensions-attitude and behavior-was analyzed. Destination attributes that have an influence on
the star rating showed similar results to the attitude. However, behavior dimensions only had a
significant influence for tour guides’ quality of the destination.

Keywords: destination offering; destination attribute; visitor experience; online review; micro-scale
destination; local attraction; UCG; economic sustainability

1. Introduction

Destinations, regardless of their size, have focused on developing tourism for the economic
benefits that tourism brings to the destination [1]. This phenomenon led to intense competition
amongst destinations for building tourism infrastructure to both attract and support more tourists.
This short-sighted perspective to tourism development, which emphasized the economic benefits of
tourism, has resulted in unsustainable consequences that ultimately damage the environment and
host community of destinations across the globe [2,3]. To address the negative impacts of tourism, in
more recent times, researchers and practitioners have increasingly shown great interest in sustainable
tourism development [4]. Sustainable tourism development is built around a triple bottom line
framework, which includes the economic, social, and environmental dimensions [5,6], to ensure
that locals have long-term sustainable benefits from tourism while still providing a satisfactory
experience to tourists [7,8]. A key tenet of sustainable tourism is that there must be balance between
the three dimensions. Therefore, rather than shifting from overemphasizing the economic impacts
of tourism to overemphasizing the social and environmental impacts of tourism, economic value is
as important as social and environmental values. This is evidenced in practice, as the UN World
Tourism Organization (UNWTO) publishes “Tourism Highlights” annually and reports on income
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earned, tourist arrivals, market shares, and jobs created by tourism [9]. Without tourists visiting
the place and the subsequent economic activity, there is no tourism and there cannot be positive or
negative impacts. Thus, understanding how to attract tourists and how to ensure continual tourism
demand is critical for destinations to ensure sustainable earnings. This can be achieved, in large part,
by understanding tourists’ perceptions and experiences. When a destination attracts a stable numbers
of tourists, the destination is better equipped to survive intense competition with other destinations.
To be a sustainable destination, it is critical that the destination also minimizes the negative impacts of
tourism on the host community and environment.

The success and failure of a destination depends, in part, on tourists’ evaluation of the destination.
Destination attributes are what a destination can offer and what the destination has offered. Prior to
travel, people choose a destination based on their expectations of the destination. In other words, people
consider what the destination can offer and the potential experience they will have at the destination [10].
Post travel, people evaluate the destination based on what the destination offered them during their
visit [11,12]. Destination attributes are one of the most fundamental elements of tourists’ evaluation
a destination. Hence, destination managers need to understand the importance of a destination’s
attributes. They should able to determine which destination attributes offer better value to tourists and
make the destination more attractive. Academics in tourism have utilized destination attributes in
many contexts, ranging from defining a destination [13], to constructing destination image [14–16],
to examining importance and destination performance [17,18], to understanding competitiveness of
a destination [19]. Furthermore, tourism academics have also examined the impact of destination
attributes on tourists’ satisfaction, intentions to visit, and word of mouth (WOM) recommendations [20].
While each research context is different, the goal of investigating destination attributes is to better
understand a destination and to distinctively position it in an increasingly saturated global tourism
market. More importantly, accessing what are the destination attributes that make destination attractive
and competitive is critical for the destination to achieve economic sustainability [21].

Until recently, researchers examining destination attributes have relied on conventional survey
methods with structured formats and pre-established dimensions that tourists were asked to rate
(i.e., [20–22]) based on their expectation and experience with destination offerings. However, the
structured evaluation method may hinder tourists from freely expressing their experience [23,24].
On the other hand, tourists’ reviews and comments are more realistic in that tourists write based on
their true experience in a specific destination [25]. Therefore, examining destination attributes from
tourists’ online reviews may provide an opportunity to more accurately capture the attributes from the
tourists’ perspective. Determining destination attributes through online reviews can be particularly
beneficial to micro-level destinations, where management faces difficulty in securing the financial and
human resources needed to investigate and analyze the destination attributes offered. Macro-level
destination management organizations, such as national tourism organizations, may also lack the
budgetary resources needed to conduct a comprehensive destination attribute survey for all of their
key tourist origin markets [26–28]. Regardless of the size of the destination management organization,
destination managers are responsible for offering valuable destination attributes that, in turn, can
result in the enhancement of tourists’ experiences in the destination.

This study primarily examines the destination offerings of a micro-level destination by identifying
salient destination attributes from tourist’ comments about a destination that they posted on an
online travel community. Specifically, this study aims to determine which destination attributes
are positively influencing the tourists’ behavior and attitudes by exploring the attributes in relation
to intention to visit/recommend, overall positive attitude, and overall ranking given in the online
travel community. One of the purposes of this destination- and context-specific study is to serve the
micro-level destination’s need to analyze its current offerings to the tourist and to develop an effective
experience management strategy.
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2. Study Background

2.1. Destination Attributes for Evalutating Destination

Destination attributes are a fundamental research concept in tourism because a destination consists
of multiple destination attributes [29]. Coltman [13] defines a destination as “an area with different
natural attributes, features, or attractions” (p. 4). It can be simply understood that destinations in
many different levels—a micro attraction like a site to a macro attraction like a city and a country—in
any areas with its unique attributes are destinations. More specifically, “a destination at a very local
level” [30], like a single attraction, is a destination that tourists can evaluate based on intangible and
tangible attributes [1]. It is important to remember that regardless of the size or locale of tourist
destinations, all destinations are based on the destination attributes they offer.

As a fundamental research concept, destination attributes have been investigated in relation to
many other focal research concepts in tourism. Most tourism researchers view destination attributes as
a key element to the construct of destination image [31–34]. In that regard, Ritchie and Crouch [35]
explained destination image as a result of evaluations based mainly on the destination’s physical
attributes. Thus, when investigating the destination image, scholars use multiple sets of destination
attributes to measure the construct. However, depending on the scholars, there have been differences in
how destination attributes have been classified ([27,33,34]). Echtner and Ritchie [29], in their most cited
destination image research, classified destination attributes on a continuum of functional (physical)
to psychological. Some may support the view that destination image is based on an evaluation of
physical attributes [35], which is a cognitive component of destination image [36]. However, according
to Baloglu and McCleary’s [31] definition of the cognitive and affective image in relation to place
attributes, attributes are a foundation for both images of destination attributes that are cognitively
evaluated and then the affective response to the cognitive destination attribute evaluation. One other
classification of destination attributes is based on functional (tangible), psychological (abstract), and
conative components [37]. This classification is consistent with Echtner and Ritchie’s [29] classification,
but also includes a conative component (i.e., tourists’ behavioral intention to visit and to recommend
the destination to others).

The critical role of destination attributes is also evidenced in other popular research concepts
in tourism. Destination attributes can also be a reason for tourists to decide to visit a destination.
Scholars have researched this perspective in terms of destination motivation [38–40]. This perspective
is described in one of the most popular motivation theories—push and pull [39,41,42]. The pull
side of motivation, in particular, is closely related to destination attributes. The theory explains that
tourists’ motivation to travel are based on a combination of pull factors, such as socio-psychological
motivation (i.e., escaping, relaxation, relation, self-esteem, and others) [17,38], and push factors, which
are related to destination attributes (i.e., natural and historical resources, tourism infrastructure and
facilities, transportation, climate, and others) [41,43,44]. According to Klenosky’s [45] explanation of
the push and pull theory, push factors answer “where to go” and pull factors answer “whether to
go”. Destination attributes may not be a sole reason for people to travel; however, it is important to
determine the role of destination attributes role in tourists’ decision to travel to a specific destination
(i.e., destination choice).

Almost all destinations aim to achieve destination competitiveness by attracting potential
tourists and increasing tourist visitation, which will consequently lead to tourist expenditures [35].
While researchers agree that being a competitive destination is important, they have not agreed
on determinants for measuring destination competitiveness [46,47]. The determinants used in
destination competitiveness studies include attributes such as price competitiveness [48], environmental
competitiveness [49], strategic destination marketing and management [50,51], and destination
positioning [52]. Utilizing these determinants, researchers have either diagnosed the destination
competitiveness of a single destination [19,53,54] or compared two or more destinations [20,55–58].
While there are various ways to measure destination competitiveness, destination attributes have
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consistently been included as an integral factor in each measurement. Ritchie and Crouch [35]’s
competitive destination model includes physical destination attributes in their ‘supporting factors and
resource’ and ‘core resources and attractors’ sections. The resources in their model are conceptualized
to be a foundation of destination competitiveness. Similarly, Dwyer and Kim [56] and Dwyer et
al. [37] included natural, heritage, created, and supporting resources as a primary factor of destination
competitiveness. These two models also showed that destination management, policy, planning, and
development are important factors as well. However, they indicated that these come after the existence
of resources (i.e., destination attributes).

Another area of study in tourism that uses destination attributes as a foundation is the Important
and Performance Analysis (hereafter, IPA) concept. The model has been favored by various public and
private tourism service providers to determine their positioning and performance in the market [59].
The IPA, based on the salient destination attributes that a destination offers to tourists, allows
tourists to evaluate how important those destination attributes are and then judge how well the
destination performed on the same destination attributes [17,60]. The difference between importance
and performance helps destination managers identify destination attributes that they can enhance to
achieve competitive advantage, as well as destination attributes that should be improved [59]. Further,
the result of IPA can be a useful tool for the marketing and management strategy [61–63]. Like the
competitive destination model, destination attributes have been found to be an essential element in
determining the destination importance and performance.

The review of the aforementioned concepts in tourism research has evidenced the critical role
of destination attributes in assessing tourists’ perceptions of a destination. In summary, tourists’
evaluation of destination attributes has been used in determining destination image, destination
choice motivations, destination competitiveness, and destination importance and performance. Thus,
destination attributes have served to be an excellent indicator for better managing a destination.
Specifically, destination managers can identify which attributes contribute to the current destination
attractiveness and to negative tourist experiences. Regardless of the context, investigations of
destination attributes can provide meaningful implications for the industry by providing strategic
direction, as well as to the destination literature by utilizing theoretically driven destination attributes.

2.2. Tourists’ Experiences and Destination Attributes on Social Media

The evolution of web 2.0, which enables users to process digital content, changed tourists’ travel
patterns. As a result, tourists can now share their travel experiences by writing reviews and posting
photos and videos on a social media site instantly and frequently. This can be done during two phases
of the travel experience- while they are the destination and after they return home. Consequently, the
role of the tourist has shifted from the tourist as an information receiver to the tourist as an active player
that creates and generates information about the destination [64]. A major implication of this shift
is that the destination content that is generated by the actual visitor can reach the ‘tourist-to-be’ [23],
who may view the content and may decide to go to the destination featured in the content. While
destination management organizations’ (DMOs) primary task is to provide information and promote
the destination to the ‘tourist-to-be,’ tourists validate and trust the tourist’s review more than service
providers’ content. Traditionally, word of mouth (WOM) was found to be influential in potential
tourists’ decisions. As a result of web 2.0, the tourist review served to be the new word of mouth, which
is referred as e-WOM because it is shared electronically. In the age of e-WOM, tourists have started
to plan their own trips and customize it, rather than relying on travel agents [65]. The tourist-to-be
pays attention to the other tourists’ description of the destination attributes and expressions about
their experience with those attributes. In this digital age, tourists have become their own tour agency,
content provider, receiver, and reviewer. The phenomenal change, has had a significant influence on
DMOs and tourism businesses. Both product and service providers are challenged with promotional
and quality issues. The immeasurable amount of information that tourists provide on the Internet and
social media cannot be controlled by tourism suppliers [66]. Thus, the DMO and tourism businesses
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do not have much room for “place-myths” [67,68] to make a destination more favorable. Examples of
this include slight exaggerations and photo editing images [69].

The aforementioned challenge has been examined in some tourism studies by investigating the
content generated by tourists and DMOs. For example, a study conducted by Svetlana and Zhan
[70] compared the content generated by both tourists and the DMO to identify the difference in
destination image, using pre-identified destination attributes. The study findings indicated that DMOs
acknowledged that what tourists may see as attractive in a destination may be different from what
the DMO promotes on the Internet. The researchers concluded that while DMOs may attempt to
promote the destination as well-rounded, by featuring various destination attributes, tourists exhibit
strong interest in specific characteristics of the destination. Additionally, a recent study illustrating
the important role of tourist-generated content in destination marketing and promotion suggests that
tourism providers acknowledge that tourists are opinion makers and include their opinions when
shaping their destination promotional strategy [66]. In this case, tourists are viewed as co-creators.
Inclusion of tourists’ opinions in business and business strategy is encouraged by the mainstream
consumer research [71]. This notion is called co-creation. The core concept of co-creation is to take
consumers’ opinions and use them to improve a product, service, and quality control [72].

Furthermore, in the digital age, the consumer has a strong voice and it is inevitable that user
generated content (UGC) will be shared by other people in the world [2]. In tourism, the tourist can
shape a strong opinion and voice their opinion via online reviews on TripAdvisor, a photo shared on
Instagram and Facebook, and posts made on a personal blog [73]. In each of these examples, tourism
businesses have no control over the dissemination of information related to their destination, which
can influence others’ perceptions of the destination. Thus, tourism product and service providers
should also utilize tourists’ opinion on the Internet and social media to analyze their current business
status. The results should then be utilized to enhance and improve their product or service. This
type of analysis is a great tool for tourism business to diagnose their product competitiveness and
attractiveness from the important perspective of the tourist. In particular, a small tourism business
or local DMO with limited resources to hire an expert to diagnose their management and marketing
strategy can benefit from the freely available data on the Internet and social media, if they know what
and how it should be analyzed and interpreted.

Use of digital data generated by tourists in research can serve as a substitute for the structured
survey, which is completed based on pre-established dimensions [74]. Survey methodology has
received a fair share of criticism because it limits the tourists’ response about their perceptions of and
experiences in destination within the provided structure [23,24]. Survey methodology has also been
criticized because the respondent can become exhausted [75]. This, in turn, can result in poor response
rates [75,76]. On the other hand, examination of UGC has been favored by researchers because of its
ability to capture tourists’ real opinions about and perceptions of the destination experience (c.f. [74,77]).
Accordingly, UGC may be a better tool to observe the fundamental source of tourists’ satisfaction and
dissatisfaction with their trip and the destination. In this sense, identifying the destination attributes
that tourists discuss in their review of a destination can help both researchers and practitioners better
understand tourists’ experience in the destination. More specifically, researchers and practitioners may
better understand the source of tourists’ negative and positive experiences.

2.3. Purpose and Research Questions

The primary purpose of this study is to investigate tourists’ perceptions of destination offerings for
a micro-scale tourist site based on their written review of their experience on social media. In this study,
a micro-scale tourist site—a local attraction—was chosen as a destination because, (1) by the definition
of destination given by Coltman [13], an attraction is also a destination; and (2) micro-destinations
have received relatively less attention than macro-scale destinations [1]. By conducting this study, the
researchers hope to demonstrate how destination managers can identify the destination attributes
that are critical to the visitors’ experiences and use it in their strategic planning. This could, in turn,
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enhance the destination’s competitive edge. To address the purpose, this study aims to answer the
following research questions:

(1) What are the destination attributes that are salient in tourists’ reviews of the tourist site on
social media?

(2) What are the destination attributes offered by the tourist site that tourists have a positive experience
with? Further, how are these positive destination attributes associated with one another?

(3) How do tourists with different experiences on each destination attribute (positive vs. not-positive)
evaluate the tourist site based on a star-rating system?

(4) Is there consistency between tourists’ satisfaction based on star ratings and their expressed
opinions in the written reviews? More specifically, do tourists’ overall star ratings match the
behavior and attitudes expressed in their written reviews?

2.4. Study Location

The study location is a historic tourist site (hereafter called HTS) located at the heart of a city
that is on the Northeastern coast of Florida (hereafter called CITY). This city is known as the Nation’s
Oldest City and is listed as a National Historic Landmark by the National Park Service for the longest
continually inhabited European-founded city in the United States [78]. The city’s rich history has
been linked to Spanish, English, Greek, Native American, and African American inhabitants since the
sixteenth century. The HTS is located in the city’s historic district. Visitors to the HTS can experience
the heritage of the city’s Spanish and English settlements with guided tours or self-exploration of the
architecture, reenactments, and era-specific exhibitions. The HTS offers visitors the opportunity to
climb a watch tower where they can see the town and the waterfront fort, which is a significant historic
tourist attraction in the city. The HTS also has an extra sitting space with a stage under a large oak tree
where a small-to-medium sized meeting or event can be hosted. Additionally, there is a restaurant
and bar that is part of the HTS’ property and management, which is open to the city’s main historic
street. The HTS was chosen to assist the local administration in its improvements efforts to enhance
the visitor experience for an increasing number of visitors. The improvement efforts were also linked
to the local administration’s goal of ensuring sustainable economic impacts of tourism. As requested
by tourism stakeholders, the name of the HTS will not be revealed.

3. Method

This study investigates the destination attributes experienced by visitors to the study site. It
examines destination attributes visitors highlighted in their written comments on social media. The
narratives based on real experiences provided the researchers with a unique opportunity to understand
the predominant attributes that emerged in online discussions among visitors. The research design
consisted of several processes. First, the researchers collected the comments about the study site posted
on a travel-related social media site. Data were then coded in accordance with pre-established coding
themes. The coding process followed a content analysis approach based on Echtner and Ritchie’s [29]
continuum of functional (physical) to psychological attributes. After ensuring the reliability of the
coded data, a series of analyses were performed. Further details about the methodology employed in
this study are explained in the following subsections.

3.1. Data Source Selection

TripAdvisor (www.tripadvisor.com) was chosen to retrieve reviews written by visitors.
TripAdvisor is one of the most recognized and active online travel communities [73,79,80] that
is visited by 435 million visitors monthly on average and the reviews on 7 million businesses (e.g.,
hotels, restaurants, and attractions) are accumulated to the total of 390 million [81]. The information
about the business and reviews on Social Networking Service (SNS) has a significant influence on
tourists’ decision making process [82].

www.tripadvisor.com
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For the study data, the most recent 500 TripAdvisor reviews posted by visitors to the HTS and the
site’s overall rating score given by these reviewers were collected. These data were posted between 12
March 2014 and 12 October 2015. A total of 487 reviews were used for the analysis. Thirteen reviews
were excluded from this study because they were irrelevant (e.g., some reviews were not written about
the HTS, but were overall reviews for the city and the city’s main historic street).

3.2. Category Development

The authors used the studies conducted by Echtner and Ritchie [29] as the theoretical grounding
when formalizing the category sets used in the content analysis to determine the destination attributes
expressed in the reviews. Based on Echtner and Ritchie’s work, categories were developed based on the
functional and psychological characteristics of the destination. Additionally, to determine the influence
of the characteristics on the behavior and attitude of visitors, a third category was added. As a result,
there were three main categories—"psychological characteristics” for intangible attributes; “functional
characteristics” for tangible attributes; and “conative characteristics” for attitude and behavior-related
attributes. Psychological and functional characteristics had three broad first-tier categories, with several
second-tier categories. For psychological characteristics, “Quality of Experience”, “Atmosphere”,
and “Target Market” were identified as the first-tier categories, while “Attractions”, “Activities”, and
“Amenities” were identified as first-tier categories for functional characteristics. The coding categories
are provided in Table 1.

Table 1. Coding categories for Psychological, Functional, and Conative elements.

Category Category

Psychological(Intangible)

Quality of Experience

Functional(Tangible)

Attractions (Seeing)
Tour Guiding Excellence Architecture/Building (Design)
Educational Experience Watch Tower (View)
Value for Cost/Time Ship Building Process (Exhibition)
Other * Demonstrative Activities

Atmosphere Other

Historic and Authentic Activities (doing/experience)

Other Historic Adventure Tour
Participation

Target Market Tea-Time Tour Participation
Family-Oriented Interactive Activities
Child-Friendly Self-Guided Tour
All Age Groups/Adult Other

Other Amenity

C
onative

Behavior Food and Beverage/Restaurant
Attitude Extra Service Quality

TripAdvisor Star Rating Additional Service Amenity

* Zero count occur. Therefore removed from the further analysis.

3.3. Data Coding

All data were coded by two coders who followed the formal coding guide. Each review was
first evaluated to determine whether the post fit within the psychological (intangible) or functional
(tangible) attribute categories. If the review fit within the category, it was coded as “1” (present). If
the review did not fit within the category, it was coded as “0”. Next, the reviews were evaluated to
determine whether the post fit within the behavior or attitude categories. If the review fit within the
category, it was coded as “1” (present). If the review did not fit within the category, it was coded as
“0”. Reviews coded as “1” present were then coded again based on the favorability. If the review had
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a negative tone when mentioning the category, it was coded as “1” (negative). If the review had a
neutral tone when mentioning the category, it was coded as “2” (neutral). If the review had a positive
tone when mentioning the category, it was coded as “3” (positive). Therefore, when taking the two
coding processes together, the coding ranged from 0 to 3 for behavior and attitude (see Table 2).

Table 2. Coding instruction summary.

Coding Approach I 1 Coding Approach II 2

Coding Category Coding Value Coding Category Sub-Coding Category Coding Value

Present 1 Present Positive 3
Neutral 2

Negative 1
Not present 0 Not present 0

1 Coding approach employed for functional, psychological, and conative category; 2 Coding approach employed for
conative category (behavior and attitude).

Krippendorff’s Alpha was used as the reliability measure to assess the agreement between
two coders with respect to the clarity and consistency of coding. During the preliminary category
development, the coders re-examined the categories with low reliability. After the re-evaluation of
intercoder reliability, the categories and coding guide were considered satisfactorily objective (Table 3).
The coefficient of 0.81 or greater is almost perfect and the range of 0.61 to 0.80 is substantial [83].

Table 3. Inter-coder reliability results.

Category Reliability Category Reliability

Psychological(Intangible)

Quality of Experience

Functional(Tangible)

Attractions (Seeing)
Tour Guiding

Excellence 0.967 Architecture/Building
(Design) 0.936

Educational
Experience 0.883 Watch Tower (View) 0.986

Value for Cost/Time 0.881 Ship Building Process 0.982

Other 1 1.000 Demonstrative
Activities 0.928

Atmosphere Other 0.934

Historic and Authentic 0.955 Activities
(doing/experience)

Other 0.975 Historic Adventure
Tour Participation 0.889

Target Market Tea-Time Tour
Participation 0.998

Family-Oriented 0.936 Interactive Activities 0.947
Child-Friendly 0.893 Self-Guided Tour 0.940

All Age Groups/Adult 0.957 Other 0.996

Other 0.959 Amenity

C
onative

Behavior 0.832 Food and
Beverage/Restaurant 0.951

Attitude 0.900 Extra Service Quality 0.977
TripAdvisor Star

Rating N/A Additional Service
Amenity 0.957

1 There were no contents to be counted for “Other” in Quality of Experience. Thus, coders all recoded “0”. Therefore,
the intercoder reliability was 1.000. For further analysis, the category was removed.
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4. Results

4.1. Representation of Destination Attributes

The coding results, as illustrated in Table 4, revealed that some of the site’s attributes were more
salient than others. The quality of tour guides (Tour Guiding Excellence) and being a part of a historic
tour (Historic Adventure Tour) were mentioned noticeably more often (both over 340 counts) than
the other attributes. Both of these categories are related to the HTS management company’s tour
program. Of all of the attributes, the quality of the tour guide was the most noticeable attribute
that visitors discussed. As the HTS offers a historic walking tour, visitors to the HTS reflected on
their tour program experiences in their reviews. The next most frequently mentioned attributes were
Educational Experience and Child-Friendly (both over 100 counts). This clearly illustrates that visitors
often associate the HTS with providing opportunities for learning. This educational attribute could
be related to the child-friendly attribute, as visitors may think that the HTS is a good place to bring
children because it has opportunities for children to learn about history. Following the abovementioned
attributes, Historical/Authentic, Value for Cost/Time, and Family-Oriented were mentioned more
frequently than the rest of the site attributes. It is not surprising that visitors perceived the HTS to
have a historic and authentic atmosphere. The attraction includes a real historical building and other
buildings that look like they are from the historical era, as well as some replica artifacts. It is likely that
the historical setting of the HTS and the accompanying guided tour lead the visitor to perceive that
the place is historic and authentic. It is common for visitors to discuss whether the HTS is worth the
money or not when the site has an admission fee. The results also reveal that visitors value the HTS as
a place where families can visit.

The most frequently mentioned site attributes primarily fall within the psychological attributes
category. A relatively smaller proportion of the site attributes fall within the function attributes
category. Except for the Historical Adventure Tour Participation category, visitors mentioned physical
attributes almost as frequently as the Demonstrative Activities, Food and Beverage/Restaurant,
Architecture/Building, Self-Guided Tour, and Interactive Activities categories. Comparing the frequency
of the Self-Guided Tour category to the Historic Adventure Tour Participation category indicates that
the HTS has a strong identity as a site where the guided tour is worth it. Based on the initial coding
approach, not many details about the physical aspects of the HTS were mentioned. Rather, it revealed
that the guided tour and the quality of the tour guide are the most salient site attributes.

The initial coding process for the conative attributes showed that visitors mentioned their behavior
in terms of whether they will come back to or recommend the HTS. In order to better understand
visitors’ behaviors and attitudes, the reviews were categorized as having a negative, neutral, or positive
tone. For the Behavior (except reviews without any indication of behavior) and Attitude categories,
a majority of the reviews were written in a positive tone. Additionally, visitors’ star ratings were
evaluated. This evaluation revealed that visitors mostly rated their experience at the HTS as excellent.
At face value, the star ratings seem to reflect the positive behavior and attitude captured in visitors’
written reviews.
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Table 4. (A) Frequency of coding approach I. (B) Frequency of coding approach II.

(A) Coding Approach I

Variable Freq. of Positive
(N = 487) Percentage Variable Freq. of Positive

(N = 487) Percentage

Psychological(Intangible)

Quality of Experience

Functional(Tangible)

Attractions (seeing)

Tour Guiding Excellence 343 70.4% Architecture/Building
(Design) 41 8.4%

Educational Experience 128 26.3% Watch Tower (View) 27 5.5%
Value for Cost/Time 79 16.2% Ship Building Process 10 2.1%

Atmosphere Demonstrative Activities 55 11.3%
Historic and Authentic 98 20.1% Other 40 8.2%

Other 12 2.5% Activities
(doing/experience)

Target Market Historic Adventure Tour
Participation 342 70.2%

Family- Oriented 76 15.6% Tea-Time Tour Participation 7 1.4%
Child-Friendly 141 29.0% Interactive Activities 38 7.8%

All Age Groups/Adult 42 8.6% Self-Guided Tour 39 8.0%
Other 19 3.9% Other 1 0.2%

C
onative

Behavior 131 26.90% Amenity

Attitude 432 88.70% Food and
Beverage/Restaurant 42 8.6%

TripAdvisor Star Rating * N/A N/A Extra Service Quality 22 4.5%
Additional Service Amenity 25 5.1%

(B) Coding Approach II

Behavior Attitude Star Rating

Freq. Valid % Freq. Valid % Freq. Valid %

0 = Not present 338 69.4 5 1.0 1 = Terrible 6 1.2
1 = Negative 7 1.4 27 5.5 2 = Poor 8 1.6
2 = Neutral 11 2.3 23 4.7 3 = Average 39 8
3 = Positive 131 26.9 432 88.7 4 = Very Good 90 18.5

5 = Excellent 344 70.6

Total 487 100.0 487 100.0 Total 487 100

* TripAdvisor star rating ranges from 1 = terrible, 2 = poor, 3 = average, 4 = very good, to 5 = excellent.
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4.2. Destination Attributes Mapping for Co-Occurrence

In visitors’ reviews of the HTS, certain attributes were captured concurrently. To understand the
composition and connection of these attributes in visitors’ minds, the co-occurrences were visualized
in Figure 1. This approach was employed following the work of Li and Stepchenkova [84] and
Stepchenkova, Kim and Kirilenko [85]. The bubbles indicate the frequency presented in Table 1.
The bubbles for attributes with frequencies over 100 were colored in grey and those with less than
100 were colored in white. The lines indicate the probability of the actual co-occurrence of any two
attributes different from the probability of the expected co-occurrence. To estimate the probability of
co-occurrence between Attribute 1 (A1) and Attribute 2 (A2), first the probability that pa1 of Attribute 1
and pa2 of Attribute 2 appear independently in a TripAdvisor review is calculated as the ratio of the
frequency of Attribute 1 ( fa1) and Attribute 2 ( fa2) appearing in the total TripAdvisor review sample
size (c.f. sample size is denoted as N). This is estimated as fa1/N and fa2/N, respectively. Second,
the probability of both A1 and A2 appearing simultaneously in a TripAdvisor review, indicating the
probability of co-occurrence between A1 and A2, is calculated by pa1 ∗ pa2 and denoted as pa1 pa2.
Further, based on the assumption of independence of any two attributes, A1 and A2 and the number
of A1 and A2 co-occurrence is random, variable fa1a2 that is binomially distributed, probabilities of
A1 and A2 (pa1 pa2), and sample size can be used to calculate the expected value and variance [86].
Expected value (E = Npa1 pa2) and variance (Var = Npa1 pa2 (1 - pa1 pa2)) were used, yielding the z-score,
which is the determinant to judge whether the actual co-occurrence score of two attributes ( fa1a2) is
significantly different from the expected co-occurrence score of two attributes. Accordingly, a z-score is
calculated using the following formula:

Z =
fa1a2 − E
√

Var
.
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Assuming normally distributed random variables, the z-scores were compared with critical
z-scores for non-directional hypotheses at the significance level of 0.001, 0.05, and 0.01 (zcrit = 3.5, 2.58,
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and 1.96, respectively) [87]. Larger z-scores in absolute value would indicate that the independence
of the two attributes is unlikely, meaning that visitors are likely to mention two attributes when
they write about their experience at the HTS. In Figure 1, thick solid lines represent the link between
the pairwise relationships among the attributes when the z-score is greater than 3.5 (p < 0.001).
Additionally, a pairwise association with a z-score greater than 2.58 (p < 0.01) and 1.96 (p < 0.05) are
presented as a thin solid line and a dashed line. The two numbers presented above the line are the
frequency of co-occurrence between pairwise attributes and a respective z-score. The square box with
a dashed line indicates the distinction between HTS attribute groups—Psychological, Functional, and
Conative. Additionally, the box with a thin solid line within the dashed line, square box represent the
sub-attribute dimension.

Figure 1 reveals some distinctive relationships between two pairs of attributes presented. The most
noticeable link shown is between Tour Guiding Excellence and Historic Adventure Tour. Specifically,
when visitors mention participation in a Historic Adventure Tour offer at the HTS, they significantly
talk about the Tourist Guiding Excellence. Another significant link shown is between Child-Friendly
and Interactive Activities. This indicates that when visitors encounter interactive activities at the HTS,
they associated the HTS with being a child-friendly place. Being a child-friendly place in the visitors’
mind is also closely associated with All Age Groups. This indicates that visitors perceived the HTS as a
place for all ages to visit. The strong association between Self-Guided Tour and Architecture/Building
indicates that visitors who toured the HTS by themselves like to discuss the exterior aspects of the
HTS’ buildings more than other attributes.

Other links that are associated with the most frequently mentioned attributes are the association
between Historic Adventure Tour and Value/Cost because of the visitors’ tendency to comment about
the value of the admission fee for the guided tour. Educational Experience was associated with both
Tour Guiding Excellence and All Age Groups. This indicates that educational value can be provided to
visitors of all ages and the quality of the tour guide can contribute to the educational experience.

Finally, in terms of the association with conative dimensions, there were a few links that indicate a
significant association. Tour Guide Excellence and Historical Adventure Tour were linked to Attitude
in that when visitors indicate that they participated in a historic adventure tour and mention the
quality of the tour guide, they tend to express their attitude related to their experience. Behavior also
shows a few links between All Age Groups and Tour Guiding Excellence. It is mentioned that the HTS
is worth revisiting and recommending to others when the HTS is perceived to be for all age groups.
Additionally, the quality of the tour guide was significantly associated with visitors’ intentions to
revisit and recommend the HTS to others. At least one attribute from Quality of Experience, Target
Market, and Activities were linked to the Conative dimension. Atmosphere, Amenity, and Attraction
were not found to have a significant association with the Conative dimension. This indicates that
visitors discuss these attributes in relation to others; however, they may not be the central focus of
visitors’ attitude and behavior.

4.3. Destination Attribute Differences and Influence

Mann–Whitney U test was conducted to determine the level of satisfaction between the positive
group and non-positive group based on the star rating given by reviewers on TripAdvisor. The result
of Mann–Whitney U, shown in Table 5, indicated that there was a significant difference in satisfaction
for Tour Guiding Excellence, Education Experience, Historic Adventure Tour Participation, and two of
the Conative variables—Behavior and Attitude (p < 0.001). Additionally, groups showed a marginal
difference for Historical/Authentic and Family-Oriented (p < 0.01). However, most of the attributes
were not found to differ between the positive and non-positive groups.
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Table 5. Positive vs. negative group on destination attributes and behavioral/attitudinal consequence.

Positive
Group (1)

Negative
Group (2)

Variable N Mean
Rank N Mean

Rank
Mann–Whitney

U Z p-Value

Psychological(Intangible)

Quality of
Experience

Tour Guiding
Excellence 343 269.40 144 182.92 15,901.000 −7.753 0.000

Educational
Experience 128 258.73 359 238.75 21,090.500 −1.723 0.000

Value for Cost/Time 79 252.62 408 242.33 15,435.000 −0.743 0.457

Atmosphere
Historic/Authentic 98 261.04 389 239.04 17,391.000 −1.676 0.094

Target Market
Family-Oriented 76 263.57 411 240.38 14,131.000 −1.648 0.099
Child-Friendly 141 250.06 346 241.53 23,538.000 −0.758 0.488

All Age
Groups/Adult 42 269.00 445 241.64 8295.000 −1.505 0.132

Functional(Tangible)

Attractions (seeing)
Architecture/Building

(Design) 41 230.39 446 245.25 8585.000 −0.808 0.419

Watch Tower (view) 27 224.70 460 245.13 5689.000 −0.916 0.360
Demonstrative

Activities 55 258.96 432 242.09 11,057.000 −1.046 0.296

Other 40 239.38 447 244.41 8755.000 −0.271 0.786

Activities
(doing/experience)
Historic Adventure
Tour Participation 342 267.30 145 189.06 16,828.000 −7.009 0.000

Interactive
Activities 38 249.29 449 243.55 8330.000 −0.301 0.763

Self-Guided Tour 39 238.10 448 244.50 8510.000 −0.335 0.738

Amenity
Food and

Beverage/Restaurant 42 260.20 445 242.47 8664.500 −0.975 0.329

Additional Service
Amenity 25 269.52 462 242.62 5137.000 −1.163 0.245

C
onative

Behavior 131 275.69 356 232.34 19,166.500 −3.766 0.000

Attitude 432 264.34 55 84.24 3093.000 −11.168 0.000

To evaluate the influence of all of the attributes on the Behavior and Attitude expressed in the
reviews, a regression analysis was conducted. The result in Table 6 indicated that only Tour Guiding
Excellence positively influenced Behaviors (p < 0.001). Visitors’ intention to revisit and recommend the
HTS to others was only influenced by the quality of the tour guide. For the TripAdvisor star rating and
Attitude captured in visitors’ reviews, the findings indicated the same result. Both were positively
influenced by Tour Guiding Excellence, Historic/Authentic, Historic Adventure Tour Participation,
Food and Beverage/Restaurant, and Additional Service Amenity (p < 0.05). This result indicates that
visitors’ rating of the HTS reflects their attitude toward the HTS; however, they may not rate the HTS
based on their behavioral intention.
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Table 6. Influence of destination attribute on conation.

DVs: Star Rating Behavior Attitude
IVs t p t p t p

IN
TA

N
G

IBLE

Quality of
Experience

Tour Guiding
Excellence 4.517 0.000 4.858 0.000 4.967 0.000

Atmosphere
Historic/Authentic 3.256 0.001 2.890 0.004

TA
N

G
ILBLE

Activities
(doing/experience)

Historic
Adventure Tour

Participation
3.219 0.001 3.250 0.001

Amenity
Food and

Beverage/Restaurant 2.463 0.014 2.407 0.016

Additional Service
Amenity 2.262 0.024 1.989 0.047

F = 23.099 F = 23.602 F = 21.325
p = 0.000 p = 0.000 p = 0.000

R2 = 0.194 R2 = 0.046 R2 = 0.181
Adj R2 = 0.185 Adj R2 = 0.044 Adj R2 = 0.173

5. Conclusions

Destination attributes are a fundamental concept that underpins destination image, destination
competitiveness, importance and performance, and many other tourism studies. As much as destination
attributes have been used in tourism studies, the first step to many previous studies was to identify
the measurement of destination attributes. There have been mainly two approaches to pre-identify
the destination attributes as a measurement. One is to find a more generalizable set of destination
attributes scale that is reliable and parsimonious [29]. The other is to adopt the destination attributes
scale from previous studies and modify it to apply to the specific destination characteristics [17].
There is no consensus on which approach should be used. However, the generalizable scale serves
as a guideline and modification is needed because no destination in the world is exactly the same as
another destination. This study considered both aspects of destination attributes, by using Echtner and
Ritchie’s [29] attributes as a guideline and identifying the specific sets of attributes that capture the
uniqueness of the destination characteristics.

This study also answers Meng et al.’s [17] question, “are there any other influential factors that
should be included to give a more holistic picture of measuring tourist satisfaction?” (p.53). The
study first identified destination attributes that are specific to the destination by observing tourists’
real experiences, as presented in an online travel community. Through this observation, the findings
indicated the salient destination attributes from the perspective of the tourist. Further, associations
between the attributes and the visitors’ satisfaction, attitudes, and behavioral intentions were found.
In this destination context, in visitors’ minds, attributes related to the tour program were found to be
influential to their positive attitudes toward the destination and result in satisfaction. The quality of a
tour guide as a storyteller and re-enactor were found to be the most important attributes, as the quality
of tour guides was the most frequently mentioned attribute and was found to be influential to all three
conative components. The findings of this study are meaningful because it revealed what is important
to the visitors based on their real experiences in this destination. This viewpoint is supported by Litvin
and Ling [34], as they stated that identifying the important destination attributes to a guest based on
an understanding of their real experience is critical in destination marketing.



Sustainability 2019, 11, 4660 15 of 19

The findings from this study contribute to the co-creation literature in tourism. Recent tourism
studies applying the co-creation concept have advocated that tourists are a co-creator and that tourists’
involvement can enhance products and services at a [66,88]. Prebensen et al. [88] argued that tourists
travel to fulfill their needs and wants; and are likely to satisfy their needs and wants. This, therefore,
results in positive experiences when their opinion is reflected in the creation process of tourism products
and services. This study views tourists as active agents who can provide valuable and honest feedback
about a destination, which can be used to improve the destination’s offerings for potential tourists.
Moreover, this study supports the co-creation studies that have indicated that online communities
such as social media sites are a great tool for engaging consumers [66,89]. Further, Tussyadiah and
Zach [90] and Oliveira and Panyik [66] argued that having to understand consumer generated content
and include the knowledge gained by investigating the content in a destination’s product and brand
development is co-creation; and that this co-creation process can increase the capacity of tourism
service providers in the destination.

The significant contribution of this is in providing managerial implications. This study was
designed to find the destination attributes of a micro-scale tourism attraction that is important to
tourists so that the attraction’s management can identify which attributes should be enhanced or
improved to provide a better experience for future visitors. By providing services and experiences that
tourists can enjoy, tourism service providers can attract more tourists. The increased tourist demand
can contribute to sustainable earnings from tourism that destination can expect continuous earning
throughout the year rather than sporadic seasonal earning. These earnings can help destinations
improve physical and social conditions within the host community [2]. For example, revenue earned
through tourism can contribute to building community infrastructure and support educational and
social programs. The study findings indicate that monitoring online communities can provide valuable
information that managers can use in the strategic planning process. In the case of the study location,
the attraction had thought of removing the guided tour program due to the financial resources put into
the program to hire a qualified guide. However, the findings clearly revealed that the guided program
and guided quality are the attributes that make the attraction valuable to visitors. While this study
focused on a specific destination, this case was able to demonstrate to the destination service providers
how a simple act of observing the tourists’ online discussion can help them diagnose their current
performance and manage the attraction effectively.
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