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Abstract: Emerging tourism destinations repeatedly face many managerial challenges, often leading
to common pitfalls and rookie mistakes. The current study aims to analyze relationships between
destination attractiveness factors (Destination Amenities, Tourism Infrastructure and Accessibility,
Active Family Destination, Hospitality and Services, and Social-Safety—Economic Values), satis-
faction, destination image, and revisit intentions to test a mediating role of satisfaction between
destination attractiveness factors and both destination image and revisit choices within so-called
rookie destinations. For this purpose, a quantitative study was carried out using a questionnaire
as an instrument for data collection. Data were collected from a sample of 2030 visitors to Serbia.
Structural equation modeling (SEM) in R was applied to analyze the data. The results revealed
the positive direct effects of destination attractiveness factors on satisfaction, destination image,
and revisit intentions. Moreover, the research confirmed the mediating role of satisfaction in the
relationship between destination attractiveness and destination image, and revisit intentions. The
results are further discussed from the perspective of emerging tourism destinations to make their
management more sustainable for the future and mitigate the repetition of rookie mistakes.

Keywords: emerging destinations; destination attractiveness; satisfaction; destination image; revisit
intention; Serbia

1. Introduction

Many emerging destinations represented by the countries with low GDPs seek to
develop the tourism industry with objective limitations caused by scarce financial resources
and a lack of tourism-related instruments [1]. The lack of tourism traditions and expertise,
sometimes coupled with a severe lack of accommodation facilities or service provision
capabilities, could hamper the user satisfaction, destination image, and revisit intentions.
These types of destinations are often defined as “rookie” destinations. Most of the existing
research on destination satisfaction focuses primarily on a well-established destination by
studying its tourism demand and somewhat predictable expectations toward the quality
of attractions and services it offers. However, emerging destinations do not provide fully
developed tourism products due to their infancy [2].

The global tourism market is becoming increasingly competitive for tourism destina-
tions. This phenomenon puts pressure on all tourism destinations, especially emerging
ones, to be innovative and discover new foundations for competitive advantage based
on their tourism attractiveness. Tourism attractiveness factors are widely recognized as
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determinants of tourism development, consisting of destinations” specific features and
attributes that encourage tourists to visit a particular place [3]. These factors, which are
facilitated and managed by decision makers, can determine the direction and scope of
tourism development [4,5]. Tourism attractiveness factors include the physical attributes
of a destination. Natural resources of a destination, such as its climate, beaches, relaxation
areas [6], and cultural resources such as historical monuments fall into this category. On
the other hand, some authors such as Hu and Ritchie [7] defined destination attractiveness
as the “reflection of the feelings, beliefs and opinions that an individual has about the
destination’s perceived ability to satisfy the special vacation needs of that person”. They
thus consider destination attractiveness to be the main element of a destination’s appeal
and suggest that they are the principal factor that motivates tourists to visit a particular
tourism destination [8].

Destinations compete with one another on a global scale to draw both investors and
visitors, and they appear to market themselves in similar ways. From a marketing stand-
point, as Lew [9] argued, the image is the most significant feature of a tourist attraction [10].
It also has a substantial effect on cognitive perceptions of an attraction. All of the factors
mentioned above were previously found to affect the revisit intention since destination
attractiveness factors, satisfaction, and destination image are determinants of a decision to
come back to a destination [11].

If appropriately managed, available tourism resources and attractions can become a
competitive advantage and help achieve long-term economic goals while, at the same time,
securing sustainable tourism growth and an improved market position [12,13]. To develop
sustainably and maintain a competitive advantage, tourism decision makers in both private
and public sectors need to analyze their strategies to respond to changes occurring in the
external environment [14], further developing rookie destinations and leaning on the
provided data and models to make the right decisions. As a result, how tourists evaluate a
destination, what kinds of revisit intentions they will express, and the interrelationships
between all of the variables in the model used may also differ between emerging and
mature destinations. One of the most important goals for emerging destinations is to
identify the unique elements of those destinations [2] and the less well-performing aspects
of those destinations. These data could be of critical importance for further development
and could enable setting a course for further success or failure of those destinations.

Based on this, the main objectives of the study are to explore the direct effects of
tourism destination attractiveness factors on the level of satisfaction, destination image,
and revisit intention on the example of an emerging destination; to investigate how the
level of satisfaction affects the destination image and revisit intention; and to analyze the
mediating effect of satisfaction between destination attractiveness factors, on the one hand,
and destination image and revisit intention, on the other hand. In doing so, the paper first
establishes a theoretical framework and develops a hypothesis to test Serbia’s example.
Serbia qualifies as a suitable emerging destination because it has all of the characteristics
mentioned above.

2. Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses Development
2.1. Destination Attractiveness Factors—Antecedents of Satisfaction, Destination Image, and
Revisit Intention

The concept of destination attractiveness has attracted the interest of tourism re-
searchers [15-19]. Their focus was put on tourists’ perceptions about a destination and
their ability to satisfy the needs of tourists [20,21], including elements of distinctive attrac-
tiveness, aspects of infrastructure and tourism facilities, as well as the general destination
atmosphere [22]. Within a plethora of research, authors define destination attractiveness
through the physical attributes or an inventory of tourism resources [16]. Today, we can go
a step further and perceive destinations, not as distinct natural, cultural, or environmental
resources, but rather as an overall appealing product available in a certain area [23]. The
destination offers a multifaced set of products and services, contributing to a pleasing and
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memorable experience [24-26]. Moreover, destination attractiveness factors impact tourists’
satisfaction [27-30], destination image, and revisit intention [27,28,30,31].

Overall, tourists’ satisfaction is highly dependent on the quality of the destination’s
attractions. Echtner and Ritchie [32] argued that the quality of the destination’s attractions
will vastly influence destination choice. The broad set of amenities, including accommoda-
tion, housing opportunities, restaurant services, are perceived as important factors [33]. In
particular, accommodation services have been recognized as yet another essential factor of
tourists’ overall destination satisfaction and predictor of revisit intention [34,35].
tions are among the primary pull motives. Here, museums are considered the most popular
attractions within cultural tourism travel, usually followed by galleries and cultural and
historical monuments [37]. As an essential part of cultural tradition, food has been a critical
element of destination attractiveness. Indeed, the food itself possesses psychosensory,
social, and cultural traits and is often associated with the image of the destination and
destination attractiveness [36,38—40]. Food can be at the top of the tourist’s experience
during the trip, and it can influence the decision to revisit the given area [41,42].

Chen and Chen [34] and Hui et al. [35] found elements of destination infrastructure
to be essential determinants of destination satisfaction, further leading and influencing
tourists’ revisit intention. Related, Loi et al. [43] found that the quality of the infrastructure
at the destination is a good predictor of tourists’ revisit intention. In particular, a destina-
tion’s accessibility has a long history of being recognized as a major pull factor and driving
force of destination attractiveness [44]. Researchers such as Danaher and Arweiler [44]
argued that transportation services had no direct effect on tourists’ revisit intention; con-
versely, Thompson and Schofield [45] and Zhang et al. [46] found that transport-related
services were vital elements of both satisfaction and revisit intention.

Tourists have been found to give much importance to the quality of information about
a destination, leading to tourists” destination satisfaction. Chen and Chen [34] empirically
tested and concluded that tourists pay attention to the quality of information. Relatedly,
Chen et al. [47] argued that usage of telecommunication technologies is a relevant predictor
of tourists’ revisit intention.

Safety and security have been described as another significant destination value for
tourists and a determinant of their revisit intention, affecting destination image and level of
satisfaction. Mok et al. [48] examined the significance of destination attributes within Hong
Kong and Taiwan and discovered safety to be the most imperative value. Loi et al. [43] and
Zhang et al. [46] found that safety was essential antecedents of tourists’ revisit intention, in
line with the research of Chen et al. [47], who found convincing results concerning the sig-
nificance of perceived safety and risks on tourists’ revisit intention. Glensor and Peak [49]
argued that the most significant prerequisite for the positive development of tourism is
the reputation of keeping criminals at bay and guaranteeing safety to tourists. Further,
security concerns especially play a role in deciding not to travel to aggressive/hostile
destinations [50]. Previously mentioned is in line with the research of Vujici¢ et al. [36],
saying that price and personal safety play a major role when choosing a final destination
for travel.

Morrison [51] indicated that the hedonistic approach to the consumption of tourism
services implies that high prices do not adversely affect demand, but that the concept
of “value for money” plays a more significant role, in which the amount of money spent
is directly related to the quality of services. Some studies connect price with overall
satisfaction with the destination, shaping tourist’s perception and intention to revisit,
further affecting destination image [34,35,52,53]. In addition, the natural environment and
landscape of a destination contribute to an essential element in attracting tourists [54]. The
local community works in synergy with natural and experiential assets in a destination and
directly links with local people [54]. Locals and communities primarily affect experience
and satisfaction since tourists who directly experience local community and culture through
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experience design are more likely to have memorable ones [54], leading toward a higher
level of pleasure and satisfaction [32].

Based on a review of the literature regarding destination attractiveness factors, satis-
faction, destination image, and revisit intention, we propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Destination Amenities has a positive effect on Satisfaction.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Tourism Infrastructure and Accessibility has a positive effect on Satisfaction.
Hypothesis 3 (H3). Active Family Destination has a positive effect on satisfaction.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Hospitality and Services has a positive effect on satisfaction.

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Social-Safety—Economic Values has a positive effect on satisfaction.
Hypothesis 6 (H6). Destination Amenities has a positive effect on destination image.
Hypothesis 7 (H7). Tourism Infrastructure and Accessibility has a positive effect on destination image.
Hypothesis 8 (H8). Active Family Destination has a positive effect on destination image.
Hypothesis 9 (H9). Hospitality and Services has a positive effect on destination image.
Hypothesis 10 (H10). Social-Safety—Economic Values has a positive effect on destination image.
Hypothesis 11 (H11). Destination Amenities has a positive effect on revisit intention.
Hypothesis 12 (H12). Tourism Infrastructure and Accessibility has a positive effect on revisit intention.
Hypothesis 13 (H13). Active Family Destination has a positive effect on revisit intention.
Hypothesis 14 (H14). Hospitality and Services has a positive effect on revisit intention.

Hypothesis 15 (H15). Social-Safety—Economic Values has a positive effect on revisit intention.

2.2. The Impact of Tourists’ Satisfaction on Destination Image and Revisit Intention

In the tourism context, satisfaction is perceived as a function of previsit expectations
and postvisit encounters. Satisfaction can be described as the extent of overall pleasure
or contentment.

Felt by the visitor, satisfaction results from the ability of the trip experience to fulfill
the visitor’s desire, expectations, and needs about the trip [55]. Tourists feel satisfied when
the apparent presentations surpass earlier desires, and they feel disappointed if their prior
expectations exceed the perceived performances [34,56-59]. Satisfaction’s relevance lies
in its role in repetitive purchase or service patterns, manifested through loyalty toward a
product, brand, or destination [60].

Satisfaction is among the most vital components of the tourist experience [46] and
may be one of the most thoroughly researched areas and variables in tourism literature [61].
Concerning tourism, satisfaction is recognized as accumulated feelings [62] and the extent
of overall pleasure [63] that one experiences from visiting a tourist destination. Tourist
satisfaction stands between emotional and cognitive responses to service experience [64],
or between pretravel expectations and post-travel experiences [34].

The connection of satisfaction and destination image has been widely recognized,
further leading toward two research areas—destination image as an antecedent of tourism
satisfaction [55,65] and found satisfaction as an antecedent of the destination image. Chen
and Tsai [55] argued that tourists use the perceived image of the destination to form
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expectations and compare them with post-travel experiences. Consequently, a positive
destination image will increase the propensity to make a positive evaluation of the sojourn
and enhance intentions to return and recommend the destination [11].

The connection between satisfaction with a destination and their revisit intention is
found in the destination choice set theory [65]. A plethora of research found that the more
tourists” express their satisfaction with a destination, the more likely they are to revisit the
destination [26,33,42,45,51,54,66-72]. Tourists’ revisit intention, which leads to their per-
ceived likelihood of returning to the same destination, is a unique component of a favorable
post consumption behavior and thus a vital element of tourism loyalty [43,62,73]. Research
evaluating the relationship between satisfaction and tourism behavior has centered on
destination loyalty [55,65]. Chi and Qu [27] found statistically significant relationships
between overall satisfaction and destination loyalty.

Based on this, the following hypotheses can be drawn:

Hypothesis 16 (H16). Satisfaction has a positive effect on destination image.

Hypothesis 17 (H17). Satisfaction has a positive effect on revisit intention.

2.3. The Mediating Role of Satisfaction Level

Destination image and loyalty are both critical to the overall success of a destina-
tion [73]. Tourist satisfaction is the interlink that brings these two concepts together. Most
of the literature mentioned variables linearly, with destination image being antecedent of
satisfaction [27], and lacked causal relationships among destination image, tourist satisfac-
tion, and destination loyalty. Stylos et al. [74] argue that tourists’ intention to return to a
destination is also determined by the extent to which they perceive that the destination
attractiveness factors shall meet their needs, further developing claim and model with
mediating component (satisfaction).

Authors utilize more advanced techniques such as structural equation modeling
to analyze the mediating effects and avoid biases created by usual analytical methods.
Therefore, this research uses structural equation modeling to test the mediating effect of
tourist satisfaction.

In summary, previous studies have pointed out the potential linkages between desti-
nation attractiveness factors, satisfaction, destination image, and destination loyalty. For
managers, understanding the mediation role of satisfaction between attractions factors and
destination image and revisit intention can affect and tailor their future business decisions.
At the same time, for researchers, empirical testing of theoretical framework could deepen
the body of knowledge and contribute to the better understanding of previously posed
research question.

According to this, the following hypothesis can be suggested:

Hypothesis 18 (H18). Satisfaction mediates the relationship between destination attractiveness
factors, on the one hand, and destination image and revisit intention, on the other.

The expected relationships and hypotheses are presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Proposed model of research.

3. Methods
3.1. Instruments

The questionnaire used in this study consists of three parts. The first part measured
the sociodemographic characteristics of respondents (gender, age, education, work status,
country of residence). The second part of the questionnaire measured destination attrac-
tiveness developed based on the focus group data, where derived factors were found in
previous literature [18,22,36,75]. The third part of the questionnaire measured destination
image, revisit intention, and level of satisfaction as observed variables. All the statements
were assessed on the five-point Likert scale (1—I totally disagree, 5—I totally agree), except
for the question about the revisit intention (1—No, 2—Not sure, 3—Yes).

3.2. Procedure

This study combines both qualitative and quantitative research methods. The quali-
tative method consisted of research conducted through focus group discussions among
tourism experts. The focus group discussion involved 20 experts from tourism academia,
hotel industry, DMO, event industry and was held in June 2019. The aim was to define the
components of destination attractiveness (latent variable), where they were asked to name
five attractiveness factors that would best describe Serbia (“rookie” tourism destination). A
total of 22 items were selected for scale testing of destination attractiveness factors.

By employing a convenient method for sampling, the quantitative data were collected
through face-to-face standard paper and pen surveys with visitors to Serbia. The ques-
tionnaire was distributed to three urban destinations (Belgrade, Novi Sad, Subotica), three
mountain destinations (Kopaonik, Zlatibor, Tara), and two spa destinations (Vrnjacka Banja
and Banja Koviljac¢a). Each interview took approximately 20 min to complete. During the
process, 2760 questionaries were collected over almost two months period from 1 December
2019 to 25 January 2020. After eliminating invalid questionnaires due to incompleteness, a
total of 2030 valid questionnaires were ultimately collected for further analysis.

3.3. Data Analysis

The first data were randomly split into two data sets used for exploratory factor
analysis (N = 997) and confirmatory factor analysis (N = 1033). We used exploratory factor
analysis to test the potential dimensions of the tourism destination attractiveness factors
scale. Confirmatory factor analysis was used to test the measurement model. The tourism
destination attractiveness factors construct in the proposed model were tested with the
maximum likelihood method of structural equation modeling. This method evaluates how
well a proposed conceptual model with observed indicators and hypothetical constructs
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explains or fits the collected data [76,77]. Observing a load of each item on the construction
variables and using the fit index to test the model fit ensures the model construction
validity. Afterward, we used SEM mediation analysis to test the tourism destination
attractiveness factors model in terms of how these factors affect destination image and
revisit of a destination through satisfaction mediation. After, we conducted a mediation
analysis of the established theoretical model with latent variables (tourism destination
attractiveness factors) predictors to image and revisit a destination through satisfaction
mediation. The obtained data were processed by Statistical Package for Social Sciences
Version 23 (SPSS), which was used for EFA calculus, and for the CFA and SEM mediation
analysis, authors applied R and RStudio (lavaan, semPlot, psych, and semTools packages).

3.4. Study Area (Serbia as a Rookie Destination)

Since the country’s opening to the West in 2000 and initial structural changes in its
tourism industry, Serbia has established itself as an emerging destination in the 2010s [78].
Besides the increasing number of accommodation facilities and capacity, since 2014, the
country has recorded steady growth of tourist arrivals and overnight stays, as well as the
number of flights and passengers’ arrivals at international airports [79]. In 2019, official
records indicated 3.7 million arrivals, a 7.2% yearly growth, evenly split between foreign
(50.1%) and domestic (49.9%) tourists [80]. Serbia features diverse geography and strategic
location on the main road to the Balkan Peninsula and Bosporus. This played a part in
modern-day Serbia having a rich multicultural heritage. The country has several main
tourism products that compete for domestic and foreign tourists. One of the products is city
break tourism, predominantly taking place in Belgrade and Novi Sad, where visitors can
explore cultural heritage, visit leisure and business events, or enjoy the nightlife. Outside of
the cities, the rural areas offer spa and wellness resorts adjacent to the geothermal springs,
most notable of which are Vrnja¢ka Banja and Banja Koviljaca. Finally, the mountainous
area features ski resorts and nature-based activities throughout the year, with the most
visited being Kopaonik and Zlatibor mountains. Accordingly, the number of tourist arrivals
in 2019 was highest in Belgrade and Novi Sad, accounting for 38.2% combined. Spa and
wellness tourism attracted 18.1% of visitors, and mountain resorts accommodated 17.3% of
tourists. However, spa and mountain destinations recorded higher overnight stays. The
most significant number of foreign tourists who visited the Republic of Serbia in 2019 were
tourists from China, with 145 thousand arrivals, Bosnia and Herzegovina (136 thousand
arrivals), Turkey (108 thousand arrivals, followed by Germany (104 thousand arrivals) and
Croatia (104 thousand arrivals) [81].

4. Results
4.1. Study Sample

The sample consists of 2030 visitors to Serbia. There is a slightly higher number of
males in the sample (51.6%), while the most visitors are in the 25-34 age category. Most of
the visitors to Serbia are employed (73.6%) with finished faculty/college or acquired MSc
and PhD diploma (56.7%). Visitors to Serbia mostly come from ex-Yugoslavia countries
(21.4%), followed by Eastern Europe (11.9%), as presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. Sociodemographic characteristics of respondents (N = 2030).

Gender Age

Male 51.6% 15-24 19.6%
Female 48.4% 25-34 28.4%
Work status 35-44 24.9%
Employed 73.6% 45-54 16.0%
Student/pupil 15.7% 55-64 6.8%
Unemployed 5.3% 65+ 4.3%

Retired 5.5% Region
Education Ex-Yugoslavia 21.4%
Elementary school 2.4% Western Europe 9.7%
Secondary school 40.9% Eastern Europe 11.9%
o Asia 6.0%
Faculty/College, MSc, PhD 56.7% Other (North and South 1.8%
America, Australia and Africa e
Unknown 49.3%

4.2. Exploratory Factor Analysis—Destination Attractiveness Factors

Exploratory factorial analysis (EFA) was performed on a data set of 997 randomly
selected visitors, measuring latent variable destination attractiveness factors. The results
of EFA (principal component analysis) with Varimax rotation, factor loadings, and KMO
are presented in Table 2. A Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure yielded 0.891, and Bartlett’s
test of sphericity was 11,022.647 (df = 231, p < 0.000), showing high significance. Thus,
further factor analysis was appropriate. Five factors were extracted, explaining at least
64.325% of the total variance. Reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s ) of all relevant variables
in the rotated factor matrix ranged from 0.651 to 0.915 (Table 2). While Cronbach’s «
for four factors is above 0.7 thresholds, for factor Social-Safety—Economic Values (SSEV)
is 0.651, which is acceptable by Wim et al. [82]. According to the factor loading scores
for each item, the five components are interpreted as five different attractiveness factors,
which are (Destination Amenities—DA, Tourism Infrastructure and Accessibility—TIA,
Active Family Destination—AFD, Hospitality and Services—HS, Social-Safety—Economic
Values—SSEV).

4.3. Measurement Model Validity for Attractiveness Factor—Confirmatory Factorial Analysis

Prior to estimating the structural model and testing our study hypotheses, the latent
factors measurement model was estimated to check for innate construct validity and
reliability using confirmatory factorial analysis CFA. Initial model fit indices showed
good results, beside RMSEA, which was above threshold 0.08 (CFI = 0.960, TLI = 0.954,
RMSEA =0.102, SRMR = 0.069, df = 231, p < 0.000), thus revealing potential problems
associated with the model. Therefore, the modification indices needed to be used. Six items
in total with high residuals were excluded (DA5, TIA1, TIA2, AFD1, HS4, SSEV4), thus
defining model with satisfactory fit (CFI = 0.988, TLI = 0.985, RMSEA = 0.079, SRMR = 0.048,
df =120, p < 0.000). The final scale for destination attractiveness factors included five latent
factors with 16 items in total.

Scale reliability was assessed in three ways: using an Alpha coefficient (o), composite
reliability (CR), and average variance extracted (AVE) indices (Table 3). The reliability
analysis confirmed that all measures used in the study are reliable since Cronbach’s alpha
(o) for each construct is greater than 0.7 [83], except for SSEV that is 0.68, which is near
threshold, and a value of Cronbach’s alpha between 0.6 and 0.8 is acceptable [82].
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics for each latent variable and its items.
Factor Eigen , Variance
Factors and Items Mean Loadings Value Cronbach’s o Explained (%)
Destination
Amenities (DA) 3.6973 7.170 0.867 17.111
DALI Interesting 378 0.656
shops
DA2 Musel'lms and 35 0.867
galleries
DAS3 Cultural 3.84 0.805
heritage
DA4 Evgnts and 3.60 0721
festivals
DAJ5 Vivid nightlife 3.72 0.558
DA6 Attractlve 373 0.680
architecture
Tourism
Infrastructure and 3.7962 2.323 0.845 14.236
Accessibility
(TIA)
TIA1 Availability
of tourism 3.87 0.624
information
TIA2 Public 3.67 0.687
transport
TIA3 Developed
tourism 3.87 0.747
infrastructure
TIA4 Good
transport 3.79 0.706
connection
TIA5 Quality of 3.78 0.744
tourism signaling
Active Family
Destination (AFD) 3.5804 2.106 0.915 12.592
AFD1 Active 372 0.847
vacation
AFD2 Lot of
activities for 3.54 0.913
children
AFD3 Family 348 0.904
destination
Hospitality and
Services (HS) 4.2555 1.522 0.719 10.818
HS1 Good 437 0.610
accommodation
HS2 Good
restaurants, pubs, 4.25 0.838
bars
HS3 Service quality 418 0.700
HS4 Gastronomy 4.21 0.577
Social-Safety—
Economic Values 4.0391 1.030 0.651 9.567
(SSEV)
SSEV1 Safe
destination-high 4.07 0.654
level of security
SSEV2 Pleasapt 439 0.647
local community
SSEV3 Good value 3.88 0.699
for money
SSEV4 Clean 3.82 0539
environment

Descriptive statistics show that the overall mean value is the lowest for Active Family Destination (3.5804) and

highest for Hospitality and Services (4.2555) and Social-Safety—Economic Values (4.0391).
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Table 3. Reliability of the instruments.

Constructs o AVE CR

Destination Amenities (DA) 0.85 0.60 0.88

Tourism Infrastructure and Accessibility (TTA) 0.80 0.64 0.84
Active Family Destination (AFD) 0.95 0.95 0.95
Hospitality and Services (HS) 0.72 0.55 0.78
Social-Safety—Economic Values (SSEV) 0.68 0.50 0.75

The convergent validity of each dimension was examined by calculating the average
variance extracted (AVE) [84]. A substantial convergent validity is achieved when all
item-to-factor loadings are significant and the AVE score is higher than 0.50 within each
dimension. However, AVE higher than 0.40 is still acceptable if composite reliability (CR)
is higher than 0.60 [84,85]. Results showed that all dimensions had AVE higher than 0.40
and CR higher than 0.60 (Table 3), indicating good convergent validity.

Discriminant validity was then checked by comparing the square root of each average
variance extracted (AVEs) with the correlation coefficients for each latent construct. Fornell
and Larcker [84] noted that the discriminant validity is guaranteed when the square root of
each AVE is greater than the correlation coefficient’s estimates Table 4.

Table 4. Discriminant validity.

DA TIA AFD HS SSEV
DA 0.780
TIA 0.523 0.799
AFD 0.291 0.422 0.975
HS 0.457 0.525 0.22 0.741
SSEV 0.405 0.637 0.241 0.663 0.709

The square roots of AVE values were all higher than the correlation values of constructs,
compared to all other constructs. Thus, results confirm that all dimensions have sufficient
discriminant validity [84,86].

4.4. Results of the Path Model

The path model was conducted to test the suggested hypothesis of the study. The re-
sults of the model provided satisfactory model fit (CFI = 0.987, TLI = 0.983, RMSEA = 0.071,
SRMR = 0.047, df = 171, p < 0.000), which were acceptable for addressing the hypothesized
interrelations between each latent factor and observed variables.

Regarding mediating role of satisfaction, the model showed that it mediates the
relationship between Tourism Infrastructure and Accessibility and Destination Image.
Additionally, Social-Safety—Economic Values and Destination Image, as both direct and
indirect effects, were found significant. Additionally, the relationship between Hospitality
and Services and Revisit Intention is mediated through satisfaction with both direct and
indirect impact, and these factors were found to be significant.

The results of the model indicate that Tourism Infrastructure and Accessibility has a
positive effect on Satisfaction (8 = 0.123, p < 0.025); Hospitality and Services has a positive
impact on Satisfaction (8 = 0.340, p < 0.000); and Social-Safety—Economic Values has a
positive effect on Satisfaction (8 = 0.202, p < 0.001); hence, Hypotheses 2, 4, and 5 are
confirmed. At the same time, Hypotheses 1 and 3 are rejected.

Regarding the influence of satisfaction and destination attractiveness factors on desti-
nation image, Tourism Infrastructure and Accessibility has a negative effect on Destination
Image (8 = —0.279, p < 0.000), while Active Family Destination has a positive effect on
Destination Image (8 = 0.075, p < 0.031), and Social-Safety—Economic Values has a positive
effect on Destination Image (8 = 0.304, p < 0.000). This means that Hypotheses 8 and 10 are
confirmed, while Hypotheses 6, 7, and 9 are rejected.
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The model showed that Destination Amenities has a positive effect on Revisit Intention
(B =0.135, p < 0.050) and Hospitality and Services has a positive effect on Revisit Intention
(B =10.306, p < 0.001), confirming Hypotheses 11 and 14, while Hypotheses 12, 13, and 15
are rejected.

Finally, Satisfaction has a positive effect on Destination Image (8 = 0.227, p < 0.000), and
Satisfaction has a positive effect on Revisit Intention (8 = 0.312, p < 0.000), thus confirming
Hypotheses 16 and 17.

The final Hypothesis 18 (satisfaction mediates the relationship between destination
attractiveness factors and destination image and revisit intention) is also accepted.

Results are more visually presented in Table 5 and Figure 2.

Table 5. The results of the model (standardized regression weights).

Influences B SE. z p-Value
Tourism Infrastructure and Accessibility —Satisfaction 0123  0.069 2248 0.025
Hospitality and Services —Satisfaction 0340 0.082 6.564 0.000
Social-Safety—Economic Values —Satisfaction 0202  0.075 3.464 0.001
Tourism Infrastructure and Accessibility —Destination Image —0.279 0.067 —5.353 0.000
Active Family Destination — Destination Image 0.075  0.036  2.159 0.031
Social-Safety-Economic Values —Destination Image 0.304 0.082 4.838 0.000
Destination Amenities —Revisit Intention 0.135  0.109  1.962 0.050
Hospitality and Services —Revisit Intention 0306  0.153 3.284 0.001
Satisfaction —Destination Image 0.227  0.037  6.186 0.000
Satisfaction —Revisit Intention 0312 0.069 4.688 0.000

Destination Amenities
0.135
Tourism Infrastructure 0.279 Destination e
and Accessibility stination Image

Active Family Destination

- . 0.306 . .
Hospitality and Services Revisit Intention

0312

0.340

Social-Safety-Economic
Values

0.202

© 9000

Satisfaction

Figure 2. The results of the path model based on standardized regression weights.

5. Discussion and Conclusions

The current study aimed to test interrelations between destination attractiveness
factors, satisfaction, destination image, and revisit intention, within rookie destinations
(Serbia) and further analyze the mediating role of satisfaction in regression between destina-
tion attractiveness factors, on one side, and destination image and revisit intention, on the
other side. The study’s main theoretical contribution is that it addresses the research gap in
the field of tourism and hospitality since this is the first time such a model is implemented
to the emerging (rookie) destination.

The study results suggest that Tourism Infrastructure and Accessibility, Hospitality
and Services, and Social-Safety—Economic Values showed a significant positive influence
on Satisfaction. This is in line with previous research, finding a positive effect of Tourism
Infrastructure and Accessibility on satisfaction [45,46] a positive impact of Hospitality and
Services on satisfaction [34,35], and a positive influence of Social-Safety—Economic Values
on satisfaction [36,48,49]. Destination Amenities and Active Family Destination were not
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significantly related to Satisfaction, which is opposed to studies of McKercher [37] and
veloped infrastructure, good transport connection, tourism signalization, accommodation
and restaurants, overall quality of services, safety and security, friendly local community;,
and value for money. These findings are essential for physical amenities at emerging
destinations (most of the supporting components of a destination attractiveness). They
show a good starting point since they do not require further heavy investment at this
moment. Findings on positive satisfaction with other core and supporting destination
attractiveness factors also facilitate different sustainable development plans for tailoring
the meaningful experience for the tourists and directing future investments.

In terms of the influence of destination attractiveness factors on Destination Image,
Active Family Destination and Social-Safety—Economic Values have a direct positive effect
on Destination Image. In contrast, Tourism Infrastructure and Accessibility has a negative
influence on Destination Image. Similar findings are found in the work of several previous
studies [27-30,64], in which authors emphasized the impact of destination attractiveness on
destination image. On the opposite side, Destination Amenities and Hospitality Services
did not show a significant effect on Destination Image.

Regarding the influence of destination attractiveness factors on Revisit Intention,
Destination Amenities and Hospitality Services have a direct positive influence on Revisit
Intention, which is found in the work of Chi and Qu [27], Akgiin et al. [31], Cong [64], and
Viet et al. [30]. On the other hand, Active Family Destination, Social-Safety—Economic
Values, and Tourism Infrastructure and Accessibility did not show a significant effect
on Revisit Intention, which is in line with the work of Danaher and Arweiler [44], in
which authors found that transportation services had no direct effect on tourists’ revisit
intention. On the other side, authors found influence on revisit intention by accommodation
services [34,35,87], transportation services [45,47], quality of infrastructure [34,35,43], and
safety and security [43,47,48,52,53], which is in contrast to the findings within this study.
From Figure 2, it can be observed that museums, galleries, cultural heritage, events,
accommodation, restaurants, service quality are significant predictors of the probability
of revisit intention and the strongest determinants. From the managerial perspective and
DMO, mentioned items should keep the overall quality as the proven driving forces of a
rookie destination.

Besides the direct effects of mentioned destination attractiveness factors on Satis-
faction, Destination Image, and Revisit Intention, Satisfaction also positively impacted
Destination Image and Revisit Intention. The finding could be analyzed in the context that
satisfied tourists are more willing to come back to the same destination, further contribut-
ing toward a positive image of a destination, which is in congruence with the research of
De Nisco et al. [11] and others who connect satisfaction with latent variable destination
loyalty [27,43,54,61,65].

The most important assumption of the current study was that satisfaction mediates
the relationship between the destination attractiveness factors and Destination Image and
Revisit Intention (Hypothesis 18). Satisfaction was found to mediate Tourism Infrastructure
and Accessibility and Social-Safety—Economic Values with Destination Image, especially
for Tourism Infrastructure and Accessibility since, through Satisfaction’s mediation role,
they change from negative to the positive effect on Destination Image. We can explain
that tourists have perceived negative impressions about the infrastructure, good transport
connection, and tourism signalization. After the visit, the destination impressions change
to more positive feelings, contributing to the positive Destination Image. Additionally, we
can argue that safety and security, friendly local community, and good value for money are
enhanced through satisfaction during the visit and leading to a better Destination Image.
While for Social-Safety—Economic Values, their already positive effect on Destination Image
is boosted through Satisfaction mediation. Additionally, Satisfaction is found to mediate
Hospitality and Services with Revisit Intention, which means that satisfied tourists with
accommodation, restaurants, and the overall service quality will further lead toward their
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intention to revisit the destination. Finally, our findings are in line with the recent study
of Marques et al. [2], which found the positive mediation role of satisfaction on revisit
intention within the emerging destination of Sofia (the city in Bulgaria, a neighboring
country to Serbia).

Study Limitations and Further Research

Despite the significant contributions it makes, this study has several limitations that
direct academia into new research gaps and areas. First, the research study area is limited
by its focus on emerging tourism destinations (rookie). Future research conducted in other
types of destinations will probably be valuable for validating these research results and
generalizing the proposed model. Second, satisfaction is presented as an observed variable,
and for further complexity of the model, it should be presented as a latent variable. This
study analyzed the satisfaction—destination image relation as the postvisit country image,
which is found in the research of Da Graca Batista et al. [88] and Gim [89]. This differs
from other research focusing on the tourism perspective, in which the destination image
is considered an antecedent to tourists” satisfaction with the destination [11,47]; therefore,
future research could test this variable relation. Additionally, destination image and revisit
intention can be viewed as latent variables rather than observed, making the proposed
model more complex and informative. Future research could include different sociodemo-
graphic characteristics and test their mediation role between destination attractions factors,
on one side, and satisfaction, destination image, and revisit intention, on the other side. The
COVID-19 pandemic proved to be a game changer for tourism destinations [90], followed
by postpandemic strategies and survival toll kits. In order to develop such documents
and strategies, policymakers will need to rely on effective use of data that will guide them
toward smarter decisions [91].
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