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Abstract  
Purpose – In this paper, we intended to a) identify factors of perceived destination image, and b) 

factors of perceived socially responsible behaviour among visitors to a destination, in which we 

differentiate between first-time- and multiple time visitors. 

Methodology – The empirical research is based on an opinion poll conducted in 2022 on two 

independent samples, a total of 422 visitors in the Goričko Nature Park in Slovenia. The 

Kolmogorov–Smirnov and Shapiro–Wilk tests were used to verify the normality of the data 

distribution. The factor analysis and the t-test for two independent samples (Mann-Whitney U-test) 

were used to test the research hypotheses, as the data were not distributed normally. The reliability 

analysis was done, too.  

Findings – Results show that differences exist in perceiving the destination image among visitors 

who visit the destination for the first-time and multiple time visitors: differences in perceived 

socially responsible behaviour were noticed in the tested groups of “economic” and 

“environmental” dimensions. No differences, surprisingly, were perceived in the field “social 

dimension”. Most items forming the economic, social, and environmental dimensions in revisiting 

tourists are expressed stronger as in the first-time visitors.  

Contribution – Results highlight items, which tourism destination managers can use for reducing 

problems of different visitor perceptions. Results also allow tourism destination managers to 

anticipate future needs and expectations of tourists. 

Keywords: perceived destination image, socially responsible behaviour, first-time and multiple 

time visits.  

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) represents one of the key success- and reputation 

factors in enterprises and destinations. CSR implementation helps grow and maintain 

their place in the market (Wong and Kim 2020).  

 

The basis of CSR is the triple bottom line model (Elkington 1994), most often used to 

balance economic, environmental and social indicators. This research focuses on the 

concept of perceived socially responsible behaviour (PSRB) in the Goričko Nature Park 
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(GNP): a rural destination, characterized by sustainable tourism development. Konecnik 

and Gartner (2007) understands a tourism destination as a complex entity consisting of 

a multitude of different products, services and experiences influenced by several 

interested groups (e.g. various economic organizations, especially within the tourism 

sector, local community, public sector). Meanwhile, Lebe (2008) defines a tourism 

destination as an interlinked set of three major systems, namely: (i) the tourism offer 

system, (ii) the system of tourists who represent the demand side, and (iii) the local 

population system that can either happily accept this offer or, when a place turns into a 

mass tourism destination, they may feel pushed aside and hindered in their usual daily 

activities. The GNP is a green destination that offers a relaxed experience of culture in 

protected nature: no major transport routes nor heavy industry nor larger settlements. 

Throughout the history, diverse living spaces in nature were created and consequently a 

great landscape mosaic, which provides a high degree on life diversity (KPG 2023). 

 

Many researchers study the perception of tourism destinations images: some from the 

perspective of visitors and non-visitors (Baloglu and McCleary 1999; Chon 1990; Hu 

and Ritchi, 1993); other explain the differences in the images of American tourists who 

either already have or still have not yet visited the studied Mediterranean countries, 

namely Italy, Turkey, Greece, and Egypt (Bologlu and McCleary (1999). Milman and 

Pizam (1995) found differences between tourists who have already visited Central 

Florida as a tourism destination, and respondents who were only aware of the destination. 

Literature on CSR (Alonso‐Almeida et al. 2015; Lämsä et al. 2008; Marz et al. 2003) 

also notes that women are more socially responsible than men, e.g. women are more in 

favour of the ethical, environmental and societal responsibilities of businesses compared 

to their men (Lämsä et al. 2008).  

 

Although several aspects of possible differentiation have been researched, no data is 

available on the perceived destination image (PDI) and the PSRB among visitors who 

visited the destination for the first time, and those who visited it repeatedly. With this 

research, we intend to fill this gap.  

 

 

1. LITERATURE REVIEW AND RESEARCH  

 

1.1. Perceived destination image 

 

The importance of destination image is generally recognized in theory, as it affects the 

individual's perception and consequently customer behaviour (Gallarza and Saura 2006). 

Some authors (Gannon et al. 2017; Li et al. 2015) state that the tourists’ perception of a 

destination’s image can be divided into at least two stages: the pre- and the post-visitation 

ones. Tourists’ image of a destination can be affected and modified after a first-hand 

information based on an own tourism experience (Tasci and Gartner 2007). Experiences 

are analysed as structured in recursive interactions between form and process in four 

layers, namely attention in sensing, categorization in perceiving, meaning in reflecting, 

and transformation in creating (Paulsen 2020). Tourists’ experiences are constituted, as 

argued by Tasci and Gartner (Tasci and Gartner 2007), by destination aspects such as 

attractions, facilities, services, and perception of hosts. 
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Tourist’s PDI and attributes can influence their behaviour before, during, and after their 

visit (Chen et al. 2013; Tasci and Gartner 2007). Similarly, Žabkar et al. (2010) claim 

that a destination’s attributes impact its image and visitor satisfaction. Destination image 

also has a significant impact on tourists’ destination choice (Iordanova and Stylidis 

2019). Therefore, travellers faced with alternative choices of competing destinations are 

more likely to prefer destinations with a strong positive image (Foroudi et al. 2018). 
 

In his analysis of the image of the State of Utah, Ahmed (1991) confirms that a prior visit 

to a certain destination affects the perception of its image. Similar conclusions are 

presented by Milman and Pizam (1995), who confirm that tourists who have visited 

Central Florida have a more positive image of it than those who only know about it. 

Konečnik (2005) presents an empirical evaluation of Slovenia’s image as a tourism 

destination from the point of view of international tourism experts.  

 

Various studies have discussed the influence of age (Baloglu 2001; Beerli and Martı́n 

2004) gender (Chen and Kerstetter 1999; MacKay and Fesenmaier 1997), education 

(Chen and Kerstetter 1999) and country of origin (Beerli and Martı́n 2004; Chen and 

Kerstetter 1999; MacKay and Fesenmaier 2000; Sahinand Baloglu 2011) on the PDI. 

Bonn et al. (2005) compared domestic and international tourists’ images of Florida and 

reported significant differences between these two groups’ perceptions of destination 

image characteristics. The findings of Iordanova and Stylidis (2019) indicate that there 

are significant differences in the way domestic and international tourists perceive Linz 

as a tourism destination, both prior to- and during their actual experience.  

 

Based on the previous discussion, the first hypothesis is formulated: 

H1: Significant differences in the PDI of the Goričko Nature Park exist among visitors 

who visit the destination for the first time and those who visit it repeatedly. 

 

 

1.2. Perceived socially responsible behaviour  

 

The CSR concept in tourism has become an important topic since more than two decades. 

Sustainability and responsibility as visible parts of system thinking become values in 

themselves (Lebe and Vrecko 2014). ISO 26000 (ISO 2010) emphasises the 

organisation's need to ensure healthy ecosystems, social equity and good organisational 

governance. Zupan and Milfelner (2014) believe that the perception of CSR performance 

by its stakeholders affects the firm’s reputation and ability to retain employees and 

maintain their morale, commitment and productivity.  

 
García-Sánchez et al. (2021) state that females present a greater commitment to CSR 

than men. Wisse et al. (2018) find that CSR has a stronger positive effect on employee 

satisfaction in older than in younger employees. Melovic et al. (2019) looked for the 

differences in CSR perception depending on employment either in private or in public 

sector.  

 

Destination social responsibility (DSR) is defined as collective activities of destination 

stakeholders to conduct socially responsible tourism (Su and Swanson 2017; Tran et al. 



ToSEE – Tourism in Southern and Eastern Europe, Vol. 7, pp. 129-141, 2023. 

M. Grah, A. Fyall, B. Milfelner, S. S. Lebe: DIFFERENCES IN PERCEIVING SOCIALLY … 

 

132 

2018). The perception of what DSR is varies with cultural differences (Yu and Goulden 

2006), showing different degrees of importance on various components of PSRB 

(economic, social and environmental). Hence, the following hypotheses were developed: 

 

H2: Significant differences exist regarding the perceived economic responsibility of the 

GNP among visitors who visited the destination for the first time, and those who visit it 

repeatedly. 

H3: Significant differences exist regarding the perceived social responsibility of the GNP 

among first-time visitors and those who visit it repeatedly.  
H4: Significant differences exist regarding the perceived environmental responsibility of 

the of the GNP among first-time visitors and those who visit it repeatedly.  

 

 

2. METHODOLOGY  

 

2.1. Sample selection and description  

 

The survey, conducted from May to June 2022, involved 422 visitors to the GNP; 46% 

were completed by male and 54% by female respondents, whereas two independent 

samples were formed: i) visitors who visited the destination for the first time (266 or 

63% visitors), and ii) visitors who repeated their visit to the destination (156 or 37%). 

 

 

2.2. Development of the measurement instrument  

 

All measurement items were sourced from the existing literature in tourism and slightly 

adjusted to fit the context of this study. Items for the PDI were adopted from Milfelner 

et al. (2010). 8 items for the PSRB were adopted from Kim et al. (2017) and 6 items from 

Sánchez-Fernandez et al. (2019). All items were measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale 

ranging from 1 (not agree at all) to 5 (fully agree). To ensure the content validity, the 

items and relevant definitions were reviewed by two tourism experts and by one 

marketing research expert. In addition, five potential visitors to the GNP assessed the 

scales.  

 

The largest share of respondents were aged 31 to 40 (33.3%), followed by respondents 

aged 41 to 50 (21.9%), and those aged 51 to 60 (19,8%). 13.5% of the respondents were 

aged 61 years or more. Respondents aged under 30 (11.4%) represent the smallest share.  

 

Regarding the education level, 8.1% achieved primary education, 45.9% finished a 

vocational or secondary school, 31.6% completed a university education and 10.3% 

finished a master's degree or doctorate. 4.1% of respondents skipped this question.  

 

Rest and relaxation dominate regarding the purpose of visiting the destination (33.2%). 

In second is the purpose of learning about history (24.7%), followed closely by learning 

about cultural heritage (20.4%). The smallest percentages belong to the segments VFR 

(visiting friends and relatives) (9.1%), business (7.5%), and education in general (5.1%). 
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We included the question: "How often, including today's visit, have you visited the 

Goričko Nature Park?" into the questionnaire. This is our dichotomous variable with two 

categories: visitors who visited the destination for the first time, and those who repeated 

the visit. The constructs and the accompanying variables are shown in Table 1. 

 

Table 1: Constructs and variables 

 

Constructs 
Item 

numbers 
Items 

Perceived 

destination  

image (PDI) 

PDI_v1 Most people have a positive opinion about this place. 

PDI_v2 People are friendly to guests in this tourism destination. 

PDI_v3 This tourism place is something special. 

PDI_v4 This tourism destination is popular. 

PDI_v5 Guests come first to this tourism destination. 

PDI_v6 
This tourism destination takes care of preserving the natural 

environment. 

Perceived  

socially 

responsible 

behaviour 

(PSRB) 

PSRB_v1 

Authorities in this tourism destination are investing (in cultural, 

educational, sports / recreation, and culinary events) to attract 

tourists. 

PSRB_v2 In this destination, there are enough signposts for tourists. 

PSRB_v3 
The quality – price ratio of tourism services in this tourism 

destination is good. 

PSRB_v4 
This tourism destination is well supplied with local crafts (pottery, 

shoemaking, alternative medicine). 

PSRB_v5 
Economic benefits of tourism in this tourism destination are 

greater than the economic costs of tourism. 

PSRB_v6 
Locals value their historical heritage (e.g., monuments and others) 

in this tourism destination. 

PSRB_v7 
Locals value their cultural heritage (e.g., public holidays, customs 

and more) in this tourism destination. 

PSRB_v8 
Locals preserve local culture, historical heritage resources and 

authenticity through tourism. 

PSRB_v9 Smells in this tourism destination are acceptable. 

PSRB_v10 The pollution level in this tourism destination is acceptable. 

PSRB_v11 
Cleanliness of the villages and the main attractions I visited is 

good. 

PSRB_v12 
Noise in this tourism destination is acceptable with presence of 

tourists. 

PSRB_v13 Authorities are encouraging energy saving (e.g. public lighting). 

PSRB_v14 
I participate in maintaining the local environment quality (e.g. 

preservation of local environmental resources). 

Source: adapted from Milfelner et al. (2010), Kim et al. (2017) and Sánchez-Fernandez et al.(2019) 

 

 

2.3. Statistical analysis  

 

The research instrument was sourced (and adopted) from several authors, intending to 

obtain a factor for each construct by using the exploratory factor analysis (EFA). To 

prove whether the use of EFA is reasonable, the value of the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin 

statistics should exceed or equal 0.5 (KMO ≥ 0.5) (Watkins 2018). The sense of using 
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the factor analysis was additionally tested by Bartlett’s test of sphericity (p < 0.05). Based 

on the EFA results, we eliminated items whose communalities were lower than 0.40 

(Costello and Osborne 2005). The Varimax factor rotation was used in cases when more 

than one extracted factor was obtained. The reliability of measurement scales was tested 

by using the Cronbach’s alpha. 

 

We also used some descriptive statistics to find the respondents' mean agreements for 

each statement, as well as the standard deviation, which measure the dispersion of a 

dataset relative to its mean. Arithmetic means and standard deviations were calculated 

for responses regarding the PDI and the visitors’ PSRB.  

 

To test the differences among the groups as defined in the hypotheses, first, the 

Kolmogorov–Smirnov and Shapiro–Wilk tests were used to verify the normality of the 

data distribution (Tabachnick et al. 2013). We found that the items for the PDI and the 

PSRB were not normally distributed (p < .001) and have therefore tested the hypotheses 

relating to the differences among visitors who visited the destination for the first time 

and those who visited repeatedly, using the non-parametric test for two related samples. 

To analyse the differences between rankings of individual items, we used the non-

parametric Mann-Whitney U-test. 

 

 

3. RESULTS  

 

We first present the factor analysis results. We got one factor for the PDI and three the 

factors for the PSRB (i.e. economic, social and environmental) that were used for 

analysing statistically significant differences in PDI and in PSRB among first-time and 

multiple time visitors to the destination. Secondly, by using the descriptive statistics and 

the nonparametric Mann–Whitney U test, we analysed the differences between 

individual statements within the PDI and the PSRB among visitors. 

 

Table 2: Results of the exploratory factor analysis regarding the PDI 

 

PDI Communalities 
Factor loadings 

Perceived destination image  

PDI_v1 .877 .937 

PDI_v2 .863 .929 

PDI_v4 .817 .904 

PDI_v5 .891 .944 

PDI_v6 .907 .953 

Cronbach’s alpha for the construct .963 

K-M-O measure: 0.840; BTS: Approx. Chi-Square = 2878.800, p = 0.001;  

Total variance explained (%): 87.120 

Source: Research results 
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Table 3: Results of the exploratory factor analysis for the PSRB 

 

PSRB Communalities 
Factor loadings 

Perceived socially responsible behaviour  

PSRB_v1 .915 .910   

PSRB_v3 .780 .825   

PSRB_v4 .920 .909   

PSRB_v5 .885 .847   

PSRB_v6 .983 .891   

PSRB_v7 .992  .899  

PSRB_v8 .990  .900  

PSRB_v9 .930  .938  

PSRB_v10 .925   .933 

PSRB_v11 .896   .915 

PSRB_v12 .942   .942 

PSRB_v14 .773   .826 

Variance explained (%) 37.252 29.696 24.143 

Cronbach’s alpha .934 .810 .956 

Cronbach’s alpha for the construct .940 

K-M-O measure: 0.892; BTS: Approx. Chi-Square = 8628.469, p = 0.001;  

Total variance explained (%): 91.091 

Source: Research results 

 

Results (Tables 2 and 3) of Bartlett’s sphericity test (p < 0.001), and values of measuring 

the sampling adequacy for each construct, i.e., PDI and PSRB, suggest that it is 

appropriate to apply the EFA. Since the KMO values obtained were over 0.8, this 

suggests an appropriate result. We eliminated variables in which communalities the 

values were lower than 0.40 on any of the calculated factors. For the construct PDI, we 

eliminated one variable (PDI_v3); for the construct PSRB, we eliminated two variables 

(PSRB_v2 and PSRB_v13). All factor loadings on the underlying factors were higher 

than 0.80, significant at the 0.001 level. For the PDI construct, the one-dimensional factor 

solution was obtained, and for the construct PSRB, we obtained multi-dimensional 

factors (economic, social, and environmental ones). The total variance explained for two 

constructs is as follows: PDI = 87.1%, and PSRB =91.1%. Considering the coefficient 

Cronbach’s alpha values, which were higher than 0.80 for all constructs, we confirmed 

that all measurement scales proved a high reliability. 

 

The results in Table 4 show that the means for answers regarding the PDI among the 

first-time visitors to the destination indicate that they agreed most with statements 

regarding the kindness of local population towards guests, popularity of the destination, 

and the destination’s positive image. Results further show that in this visitor segment, 

the lowest agreement was obtained at statements PDI_v5 and PDI_v6, regarding the 

natural environment and whether they put the guest first. 

 

On the other hand, results indicate that multiple time visitors, on average, agree with five 

statements: that tourists have a positive opinion about this place, that local people are 

friendly to guests, that this destination is popular and that guests come to this tourism 

destination first, and, finally, that this destination takes care of preserving the natural 

environment. The highest dispersion of responses (standard deviation) among multiple 
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time visitors was observed for the statement "People are friendly to guests in this tourism 

destination". 

 

Table 4: Descriptive statistics and statistically significant differences in the PDI 

among first-time visitors and multiple time visitors to the destination 
 

 

PDI 

First-time visitors 

 to the destination 

Multiple time visitors  

to the destination  
Mann-

Whitney 

U test 

Asymp. 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 
Mean Standard 

deviation 

Mean Standard 

Deviation 

PDI_v1 3.48 1.199 3.59 1.092 19762.000 .462 

PDI_v2 3.50 1.127 3.58 1.133 19357.000 .330 

PDI_v4 3.50 1.157 3.58 1.116 19590.500 .376 

PDI_v5 3.38 1.255 3.65 1.066 17984.500 .028 

PDI_v6 3.39 1.238 3.63 1.081 18226.500 .040 

Source: Research results 

 

Based on the results of the non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test (p < 0.05), we found 

that statistically significant differences in the PDI exist among first-time visitors and 

multiple time visitors to the destination (Table 4). There are statistically significant 

differences in two statements, PDI_v5 and PDI_v6 regarding the preserving the natural 

environment, but no statistically significant differences for three statements regarding 

the positive opinion about the destination, friendliness towards guests, and popularity of 

the tourism destination. Moreover, Table 4 shows that, on average, the first-time visitors 

to the destination agreed less that the repeated time visitors with these two statements: 

“Guests come first to this tourism destination” and “This tourism destination takes care 

of preserving the natural environment”. Based on the presented results, we can confirm 

the hypothesis H1, as we could prove two statistically significant differences in the PDI.  

 

Results further show (Table 5) that the means for answers about the PSRB in first-time 

visitors indicate that they most agreed with statements regarding preservation of local 

culture, as well as historical and cultural heritage. The results also show that the means 

for answers on PRSB indicate that this visitor segment on average has the lowest 

agreement with the environmental dimension of the PSRB. On the other hand, we note 

that visitors who repeat the visit to the destination agree with the claims regarding the 

preservation of local, historical and cultural heritage, investing in cultural, educational, 

sports and culinary events, and provision of local crafts. 

 

The highest dispersion of responses (standard deviation) among the first-time visitors 

was marked by the item “PSRB_v12”, while the highest dispersion of responses among 

visitors who repeat the visit to the destination was at the item “PSRB_v11". 
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Table 5: Descriptive statistics and statistically significant differences in the PSRB 

among first- and multiple time visitors to the destination 
 

PSRB 

First-time visitors 

 to the destination  

Multiple time visitors  to 

the destination  
Mann-

Whitney 

U test 

Asymp. 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
Mean Standard 

deviation 

Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Economic       

PSRB_v1 3.09 1.193 3.71 1.213 17061.500 .002 

PSRB_v3 3.14 1.147 3.34 1.195 18458.000 .064 

PSRB_v4 3.10 1.184 3.76 1.210 16572.500 .001 

PSRB_v5 3.20 1.155 3.33 1.178 19120.500 .199 

Social        

PSRB_v6 3.69 1.063 3.75 1.060 20260.000 .758 

PSRB_v7 3.71 1.064 3.68 1.041 19792.000 .546 

PSRB_v8 3.71 1,062 3.76 1.045 20066.000 .680 

Environmental       

PSRB_v9 2.88 1.277 2.97 1.280 19664.000 .483 

PSRB_v10 2.90 1.271 2.99 1.273 19851.000 .515 

PSRB_v11 2.88 1.280 3.17 1.334 17915.000 .022 

PSRB_v12 2.91 1.293 2.99 1.278 19533.000 .356 

PSRB_v14 2.99 1.277 3.21 1.272 17871.000 .020 

Source: Research results 

 

Results show that differences exist in the PSRB in two statements regarding the 

economic dimension, and in two statements regarding the environmental dimension. 
Additionally, in the first-time visitors the lowest values regarding the PSRB are in the 

perceived economic and environmental dimensions. No differences in PSRB were 

perceived in the social dimension. Based on the results of the non-parametric Mann-

Whitney U test (p < 0.05), and the presented results we can confirm the hypotheses H2 

and H4, as statistically significant differences exist in both economic and the 

environmental dimensions of the PSRB. Hypothesis H3 is rejected, as there are no 

statistically significant differences in the social dimension of the PSRB. Most items 

forming the economic, social, and environmental dimensions in the segment of multiple 

visitors are expressed stronger as in first-time visitors. 

 

 

4. DISCUSSION  

 

The topic discussed in this paper is important from the theoretical and applied points of 

view. The literature review reveals that there are relatively few studies that would 

empirically analyse differences in the PDI and the PSRB between first-time and multiple 

time visitors to a destination. Therefore, this research has a theoretical value. Further, in 

theoretical sense, this paper contributes an adaptation of the scale for measuring visitors' 

perception of a destination. The conducted research can be placed into the group of 

studies that empirically confirm differences like those between the genders, between 

visitors and non-visitors of a certain destination, and between domestic and international 

tourists. 
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Similar to Milman in Pizam (1995) who stated that tourists visiting the Central Florida 

have a more positive image of it than those who only are familiar with it, and similar to 

Bonn and co-authors (2005) who stated significant differences in the perception of the 

destination's image between domestic and international tourists, and similar to the noted 

by Alonso‐Almeida et al. (2015); Lämsä et al. (2008), that women are more socially 

responsible than men, we in our research can confirm the differences between first-time 

visitors and multiple time visitors: differences exist in the PDI and in the economic and 

environmental dimensions of the PSRB.  
 

This research provides also practical guidance for managers who wish to improve their 

destination’s image and the SRB of its visitors. The study findings show that six items 

of the PDI in multiple time visitors to the destination are expressed stronger as in first-

time visitors. Tourism destination managers can use this study’s results to reduce 

problems of different visitor perceptions regarding the destination. The study findings 

also show that most items in economic, social, and environmental dimensions of the 

PSRB are stronger expressed in multiple times visitors as in first-time visitors. From the 

practical point of view, outcomes might be of interest to relevant stakeholders of the 

tourism sector when developing destinations to duly consider the principles of the triple-

bottom-line in the overall planning and development of a tourism destination. That, in 

turn, helps the tourism sector to make a substantial contribution to the economic, 

environmental, and social improvement of a tourism destination. 

 

 

Limitations and future research 

 

Given that the research was conducted in a single setting, replicating the study in 

different contexts would help to cross-validate its findings. Second, the data were 

collected over a limited time frame (May & June 2022), which might have affected the 

availability of some events/attractions. Similarly, other important measures were 

excluded from the analysis such as length of stay in the GNP, trip purpose, or destination 

personality.  
 

In future research, more attention needs to be paid to other types of diversities (e.g. 

cultural, country of origin, income) regarding the visitors’ expectations and perceptions 

and consequently their SRB. It would also be of interest to analyse whether among 

visitors to the destination differences change over time and space. Such an investigation 

would imply whether, over time, results could be transferred from one region to another. 

It could also be of interest to inquire into the difference in CSR perceptions and 

expectations among different kinds of stakeholders (e.g. management, employees, 

suppliers). 

 

  



ToSEE – Tourism in Southern and Eastern Europe, Vol. 7, pp. 129-141, 2023. 

M. Grah, A. Fyall, B. Milfelner, S. S. Lebe: DIFFERENCES IN PERCEIVING SOCIALLY … 

 

139 

REFERENCES  

 
Ahmed, Z. U. (1991), "The influence of the components of a state's tourist image on product positioning 

strategy", Tourism management, Vol. 12, No. 4, pp. 331-340. https://doi.org/10.1016/0261-

5177(91)90045-U  
Alonso‐Almeida, M. d. M., Fernández de Navarrete, F. C., and Rodriguez‐Pomeda, J. (2015), "Corporate social 

responsibility perception in business students as future managers: a multifactorial analysis", 
Business Ethics: A European Review, Vol. 24, No. 1, pp. 1-17. https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12060 

Baloglu, S. (2001), "Image variations of Turkey by familiarity index: Informational and experiential 

dimensions", Tourism management, Vol. 22, No. 2, pp. 127-133. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-
5177(00)00049-2 

Baloglu, S., and McCleary, K. W. (1999), "A model of destination image formation", Annals of tourism 

research, Vol. 26, No. 4, pp. 868-897. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(99)00030-4 

Beerli, A. and Martı́n, J. D. (2004), "Tourists’ characteristics and the perceived image of tourist destinations: 

a quantitative analysis—a case study of Lanzarote, Spain", Tourism management, Vol. 25, No. 5, 

pp. 623-636. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2003.06.004 
Bonn, M. A., Joseph, S. M., and Dai, M. (2005), "International versus domestic visitors: An examination of 

destination image perceptions", Journal of travel research, Vol. 43, No. 3, pp. 294-301. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287504272033 
Chen, H.-J., Chen, P.-J., and Okumus, F. (2013), "The relationship between travel constraints and destination 

image: A case study of Brunei", Tourism Management, Vol. 35, pp. 198-208. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2012.07.004 
Chen, P.-J. and Kerstetter, D. L. (1999), "International students’ image of rural Pennsylvania as a travel 

destination", Journal of travel research, Vol. 37, No. 3, pp. 256-266. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/004728759903700307 
Chon, K. S. (1990), "The role of destination image in tourism: A review and discussion", The tourist review, 

Vol. 45, No. 2, pp. 2-9. https://doi.org/10.1108/eb058040 

Costello, A. B. and Osborne, J. (2005), "Best practices in exploratory factor analysis: Four recommendations 
for getting the most from your analysis", Practical assessment, research, and evaluation, Vol. 10, 

No. 1, 7. https://doi.org/10.7275/jyj1-4868 

Elkington, J. (1994), "Towards the sustainable corporation: Win-win-win business strategies for sustainable 
development", California management review, Vol. 36, No. 32, pp. 90-100. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/41165746 

Foroudi, P., Akarsu, T. N., Ageeva, E., Foroudi, M. M., Dennis, C., and Melewar, T. C. (2018), "Promising 
the dream: Changing destination image of London through the effect of website place", Journal of 

Business Research, Vol. 83, pp. 97-110. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.10.003 

Gallarza, M. G. and Saura, I. G. (2006), "Value dimensions, perceived value, satisfaction and loyalty: an 
investigation of university students' travel behaviour", Tourism management, Vol. 27, No. 23, pp. 

437-452. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2004.12.002 

Gannon, M. J., Baxter, I. W. F., Collinson, E., Curran, R., Farrington, T., Glasgow, S., and Lochrie, S. (2017), 
"Travelling for Umrah: Destination attributes, destination image, and post-travel intentions", The 

Service Industries Journal, Vol. 37, No. 7-8, pp. 448-465. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2017.1333601 
García-Sánchez, I.-M., Rodríguez-Ariza, L., and Granada-Abarzuza, M.-d.-C. (2021), "The influence of female 

directors and institutional pressures on corporate social responsibility in family firms in Latin 

America", Journal of Risk and Financial Management, Vol. 14, No. 1, pp. 28. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm14010028 

Hu, Y. and Ritchie, J. R. B. (1993), "Measuring destination attractiveness: A contextual approach", Journal of 

travel research, Vol. 32, No. 2, pp. 25-34. https://doi.org/10.1177/004728759303200204 
Iordanova, E. and Stylidis, D. (2019), "The impact of visitors’ experience intensity on in-situ destination image 

formation", Tourism Review, Vol. 74, No. 4, pp. 841-860. https://doi.org/10.1108/TR-12-2018-0178 

ISO (2010), ISO 26000:2010, avaliable at: https://www.iso.org/iso-26000-social-responsibility.html (accessed 
10 March 2023).  

Kim, M.-S., Thapa, B., and Kim, H. (2017), "International Tourists’ Perceived Sustainability of Jeju Island, 

South Korea", Sustainability, Vol. 10, No. 1, pp. 73. https://doi.org/10.3390/su10010073 
Konecnik, M. and Gartner, W. C. (2007), "Customer-based brand equity for a destination", Annals of tourism 

research, Vol. 34, No. 2, pp. 400-421. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2006.10.005 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2003.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2012.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/004728759903700307
https://doi.org/10.2307/41165746
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.10.003
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm14010028
https://doi.org/10.1108/TR-12-2018-0178


ToSEE – Tourism in Southern and Eastern Europe, Vol. 7, pp. 129-141, 2023. 

M. Grah, A. Fyall, B. Milfelner, S. S. Lebe: DIFFERENCES IN PERCEIVING SOCIALLY … 

 

140 

Konečnik, M. (2005), "EMPIRIČNO OVREDNOTENJE PODOBE SLOVENIJE KOT TURISTIČNE 
DESTINACIJE V OČEH TUJIH PREDSTAVNIKOV TURISTIČNE DEJAVNOSTI", Our 

Economy (Nase Gospodarstvo), 51.  

KPG (2023), "Krajinski park Goričko", avaliable at: https://www.park-goricko.org/go/881/About-Nature-Park 
(accessed 05 March 2023).  

Lebe, S. S. (2008), Kulturna dediščina in lokalne tradicije kot temelj turistične ponudbe podeželja. 

Ekonomsko-poslovna fakulteta.  
Lebe, S. S. and Vrecko, I. (2014), "Systemic integration of holistic project-and hospitality management", 

Kybernetes, Vol. 43, No. 3/4, pp. 363-376. https://doi.org/10.1108/K-02-2014-0028 

Li, Y. R., Lin, Y. C., Tsai, P. H., and Wang, Y. Y. (2015), "Traveller-generated contents for destination image 
formation: Mainland China travellers to Taiwan as a case study", Journal of Travel & Tourism 

Marketing, Vol. 32 No. 5, pp. 518-533. https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2014.918924 

Lämsä, A.-M., Vehkaperä, M., Puttonen, T., and Pesonen, H.-L. (2008). Effect of business education on women 
and men students’ attitudes on corporate responsibility in society. Journal of business ethics, Vol. 

82, pp. 45-58.  

MacKay, K. J. and Fesenmaier, D. R. (1997), "Pictorial element of destination in image formation", Annals of 
tourism research, Vol. 24, No. 3, pp. 537-565. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(97)00011-X 

MacKay, K. J., and Fesenmaier, D. R. (2000), "An exploration of cross-cultural destination image assessment", 

Journal of travel research, Vol. 38, No. 4, pp. 417-423.  https://doi.org/10.1177/004728750003800 
Marz, J. W., Powers, T. L., and Queisser, T. (2003), "Corporate and individual influences on managers' social 

orientation", Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 46, pp. 1-11.  

Melovic, B., Milovic, N., Backovic-Vulic, T., Dudic, B., and Bajzik, P. (2019), "Attitudes and perceptions of 
employees toward corporate social responsibility in western Balkan countries: Importance and 

relevance for sustainable development", Sustainability, Vol. 11, No. 23, pp. 6763. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11236763 

Milfelner, B., Mumel, D., and Pisnik Korda, A. (2010), "Ali podoba hotela in zaznana kakovost storitev 

ustvarjata zadovoljstvo njegovih gostov?/Does hotel image and perceived service quality create 
hotel guests satisfaction?", Nase Gospodarstvo: NG, Vol. 56, No. 5/6, pp. 36.  

Milman, A. and Pizam, A. (1995), "The role of awareness and familiarity with a destination: The central Florida 

case", Journal of travel research, 33(3), 21-27. https://doi.org/10.1177/004728759503300304 
Paulsen, M. K. (2020), "Appearance of experience as form and process. Integrative psychological and 

behavioral science, Vol. 54, No. 4, pp. 861-879.  

Sahin, S. and Baloglu, S. (2011), "Brand personality and destination image of Istanbul", Anatolia–An 
International Journal of Tourism and Hospitality Research, Vol. 22. No. 01, pp. 69-88.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/13032917.2011.556222 

Su, L. and Swanson, S. R. (2017), "The effect of destination social responsibility on tourist environmentally 
responsible behavior: Compared analysis of first-time and repeat tourists", Tourism Management, 

Vol. 60, pp. 308-321. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.12.011 

Sánchez-Fernández, R., Iniesta-Bonillo, M. Á., and Cervera-Taulet, A. (2019), "Exploring the concept of 
perceived sustainability at tourist destinations: A market segmentation approach", Journal of 

Travel & Tourism Marketing, Vol. 36, No. 32, pp. 176-190. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2018.1505579 
Tabachnick, B. G., Fidell, L. S., and Ullman, J. B. (2013), Using multivariate statistics (Vol. 6). pearson 

Boston, MA.  

Tasci, A. D. A. and Gartner, W. C. (2007), "Destination image and its functional relationships", Journal of 
travel research, Vol. 45, No. 4, pp. 413-425. https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287507299569 

Tran, H. A. T., Hwang, Y. S., Yu, C., and Yoo, S. J. (2018), "The effect of destination social responsibility on 

tourists' satisfaction: The mediating role of emotions", Sustainability, Vol. 10, No. 19, pp. 3044. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10093044 

Watkins, M. W. (2018), "Exploratory factor analysis: A guide to best practice", Journal of Black Psychology, 

Vol. 44, No. 3, pp. 219-246. https://doi.org/10.1177/0095798418771807 
Wisse, B., van Eijbergen, R., Rietzschel, E. F., and Scheibe, S. (2018), "Catering to the needs of an aging 

workforce: The role of employee age in the relationship between corporate social responsibility and 

employee satisfaction". Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 147, pp. 875-888.  

Wong, A. K. F. and Kim, S. S. (2020), "Development and validation of standard hotel corporate social 

responsibility (CSR) scale from the employee perspective", International Journal of Hospitality 

Management, Vol. 87, 102507https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102507 
Yu, L. and Goulden, M. (2006), "A comparative analysis of international tourists’ satisfaction in Mongolia", 

Tourism management, Vol. 27, No. 6, pp. 1331-1342. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2005.06.003 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(97)00011-X
https://doi.org/10.1177/004728750003800411
https://doi.org/10.1080/13032917.2011.556222
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.12.011
https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2018.1505579
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287507299569


ToSEE – Tourism in Southern and Eastern Europe, Vol. 7, pp. 129-141, 2023. 

M. Grah, A. Fyall, B. Milfelner, S. S. Lebe: DIFFERENCES IN PERCEIVING SOCIALLY … 

 

141 

Zupan, S. and Milfelner, B. (2014), "Social responsibility, motivation and satisfaction: small hotels guests' 
perspective", Kybernetes. Vol. 43 No. 3/4, pp. 513-528. https://doi.org/10.1108/K-08-2013-0183 

Žabkar, V., Brenčič, M. M., and Dmitrović, T. (2010), "Modelling perceived quality, visitor satisfaction and 

behavioural intentions at the destination level", Tourism management, Vol. 31, No. 34, pp. 537-
546. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2009.06.005 

 

 

 

 
Miran Grah 

Faculty of Economics and Business,  

University of Maribor;  

miran.grah@student.um.si 

 

Alan Fyall 

Rosen College of Hospitality Management,  

Orlando, USA 

Alan.Fyall@ucf.edu 

 

Borut Milfelner 

Faculty of Economics and Business,  

University of Maribor;  

borut.milfelner@um.si 

 

Sonja Sibila Lebe 

Faculty of Economics and Business, 

University of Maribor; 

sonjasibila.lebe@um.si 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2009.06.005
mailto:miran.grah@student.um.si
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahUKEwjqgeu1ydz9AhWS6CoKHcpPBogQFnoECBUQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fhospitality.ucf.edu%2Fperson%2Falan-fyall%2F&usg=AOvVaw2d9BjMs3h2dlOLGkzL_1iw
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahUKEwjqgeu1ydz9AhWS6CoKHcpPBogQFnoECBUQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fhospitality.ucf.edu%2Fperson%2Falan-fyall%2F&usg=AOvVaw2d9BjMs3h2dlOLGkzL_1iw
mailto:Alan.Fyall@ucf.edu
mailto:borut.milfelner@um.si
mailto:sonjasibila.lebe@um.si

