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In an earlier article (Urn and Crompton 1990) based on the construct of 
evoked set, a two-stage approach to travel destination choice was presented. 
These stages were evolution of an evoked set from an awareness set and 
destination selection from the evoked set. It was hypothesized and empirically 
verified that destination choice at both stages was dependent upon attitude 
toward each destination alternative. This research note expands the conceptu- 
alization of the choice process discussed in the original article and also de- 
scribes the empirical verification of the attitude dimensions which form the 
core of the conceptualization. 

Conceptualframework. Tybout and Hauser (1981) suggested that the process 
of decision making can be thought of as three distinct but sequential tasks 
that are represented by the following equations: 

Y=fl(x), 

A =.P(yL 

c = f3 (A). 

The first equation states that for each of the opportunities in a destination 
choice set there are observable and objectively measurable features (X), 
which, when perceived by decision makers, yield beliefs concerning the attri- 
butes present at the destination alternatives. According to this perspective, a 
physical attribute such as travel distance to an alternative destination forms 
the basis for an individual’s belief related to accessibility. However, a physical 
attribute need not lead to a unique belief; rather, the belief may be multifac- 
eted. For instance, travel distance may be perceived negatively with regard to 
accessibility and positively in relation to scenic beauty associated with a long 
drive. 

The second equation indicates that decision makers integrate their beliefs 
regarding each attribute into attitudes toward an alternative (A). Attitudes 
are viewed as the effective outcome from aggregation or combination of beliefs 
(Y), not physical attributes, which is consistent with the Fishbein (1963) multi- 
attribute model. This aggregation process may be described in a variety of 
forms, including linear compensatory, conjunctive, disjunctive, or lexico- 
graphic models. The appropriateness of the models varies across individual 
and situational contexts (Wright 1975). In this context, elicitation of a set of 
beliefs (Y) is seen as the most important step in attitude development. 

Equation (3) states that choice of an alternative destination is a function of 
attitude toward (overall evaluation of) the alternatives. However, the relation- 
ship between preferring a destination and the behavior of actually visiting 
that destination is often relatively low because of the moderating influence 
of the situational context within which the behavior takes place. One of the 
most important findings to emerge from attitude research is that situational 
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constraints should be specified and integrated into the attitude construct. 
For this reason, Tybout and Hansen’s (1981) th ree-step decision process was 
extended in this conceptualization to include a fourth step: 

c = p (A,Sc). 

This equation states that choice is a function of the interaction between atti- 
tudes and situational constraints (SC). 

A number of studies of travel destination choice have been concerned with 
the relationship between image or attitude toward a place and preference for 
the place as a destination (e.g., Hunt 1975). That is, they have focused on the 
first and second equations. Less attention has been given to the role of situa- 
tional variables, even though they are incorporated into most models of desti- 
nation decision making (e.g., Woodside and Lysonski 1989). 

In the related literature of recreation site choice, several studies have tried 
to explain visitation patterns to recreation destinations in terms of travel 
distance and physical attributes of sites, without considering any of the medi- 
ating steps described in the earlier equations. Thus, for example, travel dis- 
tance, which has been identified as the most important variable in recreation 
site choice, has been calibrated into models simply as the number of miles 
from an origin to a destination (e.g., Ewing 1980). However, the same travel 
distance might be perceived differently by those who have reliable low-mileage 
cars and those who have unreliable high-mileage vehicles, or by those who 
pass through scenic areas to reach a recreation destination and by those who 
pass through blighted areas to reach their destination. In addition, site attri- 
butes calibrated into the models are usually identified by the researchers 
rather than by potential visitors. These problems seem likely to reduce the 
ability of such models to accurately predict or describe destination choice 
behavior. 

In this study, attitude formation was considered in association with actual 
selection of a destination, so that situational constraints (SC) and choice crite- 
ria were integrated into the development of underlying dimensions (D) of 
attitudes, which provide criteria against which a set of beliefs or perception 
(Y) about alternative destinations could be evaluated. In other words, the 
study was concerned with exploring links between the third and fourth equa- 
tions. 

Figure 1 summarizes the conceptualization which guided the study. Physi- 
cal attributes (x) are perceived by potential tourists. The physical attri- 
butes generate a set of beliefs or perceptions (r). These perceptions are eval- 
uated in terms of attitude dimensions (D), which are integrated and derived 
from both choice criteria and situational constraints (SC). Attitude toward 
alternative destinations is formulated by evaluating them in terms of each 
attitude dimension. Finally, a destination choice is made based on the pre- 
ferred attitude. 

Verifiation of the attitude dimensions. Three attitude dimensions, which serve 
as evaluation criteria against which destination attributes can be assessed, 
were derived and discussed in the original paper (Urn and Crompton 1990). 
They were named need satisfaction, social agreement, and “travelability.” 
The need satisfaction dimension incorporates a set of motivations for travel 
such as novelty, challenge, relaxation, learning, and curiosity (Crompton 
1979). The social agreement dimension reflects potential tourists’ inclinations 
to act in accordance with their social groups’ opinions. The “travelability” 
dimension describes an individual’s propensity to travel to a place in terms of 
such variables as money, time, skill, and health. The original article also 
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Figure 1. A General Model of Consumer Choice 

described a 20.item instrument that was used to measure the dimensions. To 
test for differentiation of the three a priori specified dimensions, a factor 
analysis was undertaken using the 304 usable responses provided by the origi- 
nal sample. 

Three items that displayed high coefficients of variation were deleted from 
the factor analysis. They were the following: the destination is physically 
accessible only at certain times during each year, desire to travel to the desti- 
nation because that is where everyone goes, and the destination is not a place 
everyone would enjoy. Their high coefficients of variation implied that these 
three items were perceived inconsistently across respondents and, thus, were 
considered to show low content validity. By eliminating these items from the 
factor analysis, the total variance that was explained by the extracted factors 
was likely to increase. 

Initial factors were extracted using a principal-component analysis. Five 
factors were selected based on the criterion that eigenvalues should be greater 
than one. In addition, to facilitate use of a scree test, all the potential factors 
were arranged in descending order in terms of their percent of explained 
variance. The scree test identified the point where inclusion of more factors 
added very little to the variance accounted for by the solution, and this proce- 
dure also identified the same five meaningful factors. These five factors ac- 
counted for 51% of variance in the item responses. 

A principal factors matrix and its loadings explain the common factor vari- 
ance of respondents’ scores, but they do not in general provide scientifically 
meaningful structures (Kerlinger 1986). For this reason, the factor matrix 
was rotated. The main type of rotations that are used are “orthogonal” and 
“oblique.” Some researchers insist that orthogonal rotation is unrealistic be- 
cause it maintains the independence of factors, that is, it seeks no correlation 
between each pair of factors (Kerlinger 1986). In contrast, the oblique rotation 
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that was used in this study allows factor axes to form acute or obtuse angles 
(i.e., it permits correlation between each pair of factors). 

The five factors that emerged using an oblique rotation procedure are 
shown in Table 1. Factor 1 is a social dimension describing the influence of 
social groups such as families, friends, reference groups, and travel groups. 
Factor 2 is an active need dimension describing potential tourists who are 
motivated by active needs such as participation in outdoor recreation and 
other activities. Factor 3 is a travelability dimension describing the influence 
of pragmatic constraints such as travel time, monetary cost, potential health 
problems, and safety. Factor 4 is a passive need dimension describing poten- 
tial tourists who are motivated by passive needs such as well-being, climate, 
and relaxation. Factor 5 is an intellectual need dimension describing potential 
tourists who are motivated by intellectual needs such as challenge, learning, 
and novelty. 

The differentiation of the three attitude dimensions was confirmed. How- 
ever, the need satisfaction dimension was further specified by Factors 3, 4, 
and 5 into three dimensions: active needs, passive needs, and intellectual 
needs. The three attitude dimensions may be used as criteria against which 
alternative destinations are assessed and evaluated. A set of items was gener- 
ated to operationalize the three dimensions, and the empirical testing con- 
firmed their differentiation. Research on human problem solving indicates 
that problem framing is an important part of subsequent problem-solving 
activities (MacInnis and Price 1987). These attitude dimensions may be used 
to frame the problem. For example, tourist agencies may compare the atti- 
tudes of potential visitors from selected target markets toward their own desti- 
nation, with those that they hold towards competing destinations. 0 0 

Table 1. Oblique Factor Structure of the Attitude Dimensions 

IteUl 
Factor Loading 

Fl F2 F3 F4 F5 

Factor 1. Social Agreementa 
Agreement from others in the travel group 
Togetherness with family or friends 
A place where family or friends want to go 
Positive recommendation from others 

Factor 2. Active Needsb 
A lot of fun 
Participation in outdoor recreation activities 
A wide variety of things to do 
Attractive natural environment 

Factor 3. Travelabilityc 
Long time to get there 
Not absolutely safe 
Potential health problems 
High monetary cost 

Factor 4. Passive Needsb 
Relaxation 
Enhanced feeling of well-being 
Climate that I want 

Factor 5. Intellectual Needsb 
Different interests and life styles 
Challenging experiences 

Total Variance Explained by the Factors 

.74 .13 -.07 -.02 -.Ol 

.73 .12 -.07 .27 .09 

.71 -.06 -. 13 .09 -.03 

.61 .39 -.18 -.18 -.08 

.20 .63 .14 .13 .20 
-.lO .61 -.28 .lO -.07 

.16 .56 .05 .21 .17 

.16 .54 -.05 .32 .13 

-.08 -.25 .63 .24 .24 
-.lO .07 64 -.14 -.02 
-.13 -.06 .62 -.02 .Ol 
-.06 -.05 .61 -.13 .04 

.09 .15 -.lO .79 .16 

.08 .30 -.04 .66 .07 

.Ol .36 -.14 .40 -.28 

.05 .07 .09 .21 .84 
-.06 .48 -.ll -.09 .62 

8.62 (50.6%) 

a A priori social agreement dimension. 
b A priori need satisfaction dimension. 
’ A priori travelability dimension. 
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How Well Tourists Know Their Own Attractions 
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The question often arises as to whether potential tourists really know the 
beauties and attractions of their own countries, before venturing abroad. A 
study was carried out to determine the level of awareness of domestic tourist 


