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Abstract

Tourism represents a sector in an economy within which consumers — tourists — readily
share their personal impressions, thoughts, attitudes and experiences regarding a tourist
offer. They do it through interpersonal communication, both face to face, i.e. offline, and
with the aid of contemporary information and communication technologies, i.e. online.
Such communication, referred to as Word of Mouth communication - WOM in Marketing
literature, is considered to be the most reliable source of information about products and
services. This paper presents the results of the research which links a special form of
tourism — slow tourism with consumer motivations and one of the main outcomes of travel
— consumer recommendations. The main aim of the study is to explore the influence of
motivations on consumer recommendations as one of the outcomes of slow travel.
Recommendations refer to interpersonal communication which is generated independently
of business and occurs spontaneously between the consumers. The research was conducted
on a sample of 320 respondents in the Republic of Serbia at the end of 2017. The data were
analysed by one-factor analysis of variance (ANOVA).

Key words: Slow tourism, motives, recommendations, word-of-mouth, electronic
word-of-mouth.

IPEINNIOPYKE ITOTPOIIAYA YCJIYI'A SLOW TYPU3MA

Ancrpakrt

Typmzam mpezcTapiba CEKTOpP €KOHOMHjE YHYTap KOjer MOTpoIayn (TypHCTH) BEOMa
4eCTO JieNie CBOje JIMYHE MMIIPECHje, Pa3MHUIbakba, CTABOBE U UCKYCTBA O TYPUCTHYKO]
yenysu. To unHe kako u4HO (0(jajH) TaKO M MPUMEHOM CaBpPeMEHHX HH(OPMAIIHOHO-
KOMYHHKAI[MOHUX TEXHOJIOTHja (OHNAjH), ynoTpeOsbaBajyhil HHTepHepCOHATHY KOMYHH-
Kauujy. OBakaB BUJ KOMyHHKaIlHje, y MapKETHHI-JIUTEPaTypy MO3HAT Ka0 KOMyHHKalfja
ox ycra 1o yera (enri. Word of Mouth komyHukanja — WOM), cMatpa ce Hajloy3naHu-
juM u3BOpOM HH(pOpMAIHja O IPOU3BOAMMA U yCiIyrama. Y paiy ¢y NpHUKa3aHH pe3yiaTaTu
HCTpaKKBarba Koje je moBe3alio mocebad o6ImKk Typusma — SIOW Typusam, MOTHBE TIOTPO-
IIaya ¥ jeiaH off INIaBHHX MCXO/ia IyTOBaba — Iperopyke notporuada. OCHOBHH 1B pa-
J1a je 1a ce UCTPaKH YTHIIaj MOTHBA Ha MpPeropyKe MOTpolliaya Kao jeJaH off Hcxoa slow
myToBama. [lox nmpenopykaMa ce moapasyMeBa HHTEPIIEPCOHANTHA KOMYHHKAIHja Koja ce
TeHepHIlIe MOTITYHO HE3aBHCHO O mpemy3eha M mpeHocH crioHTaHo m3Mely moTporrada.



1430

HcrpaxuBame je cnposeneno y PermyOmmm Cpouju kpajem 2017. romiHe Ha KBOTHOM
Y30pKy Koju je oOyxBatro 320 ucnuTaHWKa. Y aHAIM3U MPHUKYIUBCHUX TOJaTaka MpH-
MemeHa je jeHo(akTopcka anamm3a Bapujance (ANOVA).

KibyuHe peun:  slow Typusam, MOTHBH, pENopyke, KOMyHHKaLHja ,,011 yCTa 10 ycra”,
eJIEKTPOHCKA KOMYHHUKAIHja ,,01] yCTa 10 ycra”..

INTRODUCTION

A large number of different motivations, which represent the triggers
of tourist movement, have led to the creation of new, specific forms of
tourism. Robbins & Cho (2012) note that modern and fast paced life
increases stress in individuals, hence creating the need to “slow down” and
escape everyday routine. In such circumstances slow tourism, as a specific
form of tourism, offers a solution to fulfil such need (Georgica, 2015).

Tourism is a sector in which consumers share their opinions widely,
offline and online. This interpersonal influence is important because of the
intangible nature of tourist products and the fact that these products cannot be
evaluated before purchase (Confente, 2015; Philips et al., 2013). Wu Shu Fen
(2017) emphasizes that interpersonal communication, at its core, represents
the spreading and sharing of personal tourist experience, and as such shapes
the demands on the tourist market. Thus, the primary task of hospitality
and tourism marketers is to gain thorough understanding of the way
recommendations work and influence consumer behaviour.

The current research in the field of tourism lacks empirical
evidence that would fully explain slow tourism as a particular form of
tourism. Therefore, the main aim of this paper is to explore the influence
of motivations on consumer recommendations as one of the outcomes of
slow travel.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The Contemporary Concept of Tourism - Slow tourism

The concept of slow tourism as a relatively new concept has
developed from two social movements: “slow food” and “slow cities”,
which emerged in Italy in the 90s of the 20™ century (Fullagar, Markwell
& Wilson, 2012). Slow tourism is based on the idea that one could “slow
down” and genuinely enjoy the visit (Conway & Timms, 2012). Dickinson
and Lumsdon (2010) are of the opinion that slow tourism involves consumers
who want to travel “more slowly” and stay at the chosen destination longer,
where they use local forms of transport, consume local products — authentic
cuisine, and visit local cultural landmarks. By doing so, consumers become a
part of life of the local community (Georgica, 2015). Thus, longer stays and
building relationships with people, culture, tradition and surroundings
represent essential principles that this specific form of tourism is based on
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(Caffyn, 2012; Yurtseven & Kaya, 2011). Defined as such, slow tourism
benefits the local community on the one hand, and, on the other hand,
brings enjoyment and creates a new kind of experience for consumers.

In her paper, Caffyn (2012) lists five key dimensions of slow tourism
(place, people, time, travel and individual) and summarizes the basic
elements of this form of tourism (minimizing travel distances; maximizing
the length of stay; psycho-physical relaxation; meeting local culture and
customs; emphasis on local products including local restaurants and shops;
creating authentic experience). A destination is considered “slow” if it
encompasses a larger number of the elements mentioned above.

Slow tourism, as a specific form of tourism, offers a three-dimensional
solution to the development of contemporary tourism: sustainability,
economic benefits for the local community and destination, and tourist
satisfaction (Conway & Timms, 2010).

WOM in Tourism

Hanna and Wozniak (2009) define interpersonal communication as
personal communication between individuals, where one communicator
performs the role of a recipient of a message, while the other acts as the
source of a message, which is considered non-commercial and refers to
products or services. Similarly, Solomon (2011) perceives interpersonal
communication as transmission of information about products and services
from one individual to another. This process allows consumers to share
information and opinions that direct them towards and away from specific
products and services (Hawkins et al., 2004).

Interpersonal communication has long been described as influential in
the field of tourism. According to Litvin et al. (2008) word-of-mouth (WOM)
is ranked the most important information source when it comes to making
purchase decisions, especially in hospitality and tourism industry. Murphy et
al. (2007) note that WOM represents one of the most important sources of
information that influence the choice of a tourist destination. Also, it is a
predominant source of information in developing a destination image (Ishida
et al., 2016). The significance of WOM derives from specific characteristics
of the hospitality and tourism product offering — intangible goods that cannot
be evaluated before their consumption and that are seen as high-risk
purchases (Lewis & Chambers, 2000). For this reason, consumers often
engage in WOM in order to gain information that will reduce the risk and
help them to compare different tourist products.

In her paper, Confente (2015) presents the results of the research
on WOM in the field of tourism, according to which 92% of consumers
trust recommendations from friends and family members more than they
trust traditional marketing messages which come from tourist companies
and destinations. Thus, not only does a positive WOM shape the destination
image, but also increases the recognizability of the destination on the
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tourist market (Philips et al., 2013). The greater the satisfaction with the
quality of the tourist offer, the greater the possibility that the feeling of
satisfaction will be transferred to other consumers — potential tourists. In
addition, Lai et al. (2018) note that during the process of planning a trip
and choosing a destination, tourists primarily rely on WOM experiences
of other tourists.

Nowadays WOM has evolved into a new form called electronic
word-of-mouth (eWOM). With the expansion of Internet technologies
there is an increasing humber of tourists who use the Internet in order to
seek destination information (Litvin et al., 2008). According to Jalilvand
et al. (2011), eWOM enables consumers to obtain information from a
vast, geographically dispersed group of tourists who have experience with
different tourist products and destinations. EWOM allows consumers
to share their opinions and experiences with others via electronic
communication channels (e-mails, blogs, networks, chat rooms, online
reviews and websites) (Ishida et al., 2016). In contrast to traditional
WOM, eWOM spans more widely due to the fact that it is anonymous,
available 24/7 and has a more powerful impact than traditional WOM
(Jeong & Jang, 2011).

METHODOLOGY

The current research in the field of tourism lacks empirical
evidence that would fully explain slow tourism as a particular form of
tourism. Therefore, the authors of this paper examined the impact of
motivations on slow travel outcomes - more concretely, on consumer
recommendations.

The research was based on a model by Oh, Assaf and Baloglu (2016),
who identified six motivations of slow tourism (relaxation — being free from
pressure, stress, and tension; self-reflection — the need to connect to self;
escape — the need to get away from everyday routine; novelty seeking — the
need to experience new places, new people; engagement — immersing oneself
in local culture and environment; discovery — the need to learn and
understand something new), two goals (revitalization — physical and mental
refreshment; self-enrichment — broadening one’s perspective), and three
travel outcomes (satisfaction; future return intention; referral intention).

Park and Yon (2009) point out that in the context of travel
motivation, it refers to a set of needs that encourage an individual to travel,
and as such, represents the most important determinant of consumer, i.e.
tourist behaviour (Wong et al., 2017). According to the studies in the field
of tourism, the concept of motivation implies that individuals travel
because they are “pushed away” or “pulled” by certain factors (Yoon &
Uysal, 2005). Push factors (internal, phychological) encourage consumers
to travel, while pull factors (external, cognitive) influence the destination
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choice (Xu & Chan, 2016). The concept of slow tourism places a special
emphasis on the need to “slow down” the pace of everyday life (a push
motive) by discovering possibilities of reducing stress through choosing a
slow destination (a pull motive). The authors of this study perceive
motivations such as relaxation, self-reflection, escape and discovery as push
motives, and motivations such as novelty seeking and engagement as pull
motives.

This paper presents a part of the research results which explain the
impact of motivations on consumer recommendations as one of slow
travel outcomes (“I recommend the destination to others”, “I talk
positively about the destination™). A recommendation implies interpersonal
communication which is generated independenly of business, and occurs
spontaneously and autonomously between consumers. In contemporary
conditions, interpersonal communication does not solely refer to a personal
contact between consumers or face to face interaction, but it increasingly uses
various forms of electronic media. In that way, impressions and advice
regarding various products and services are exchanged.

The research, based on online questionnaire, was conducted from
October to December 2017. The sample involved 320 respondents from
five cities in the Republic of Serbia (Belgrade n=58; Novi Sad n=76; Nis§
n=64; Kragujevac n=54; Subotica n=68). The only precondition for
completing the questionnaire was that the respondent had visited a
destination in VVojvodina labelled as “a slow place” - Pali¢, a grange in
Vojvodina or Fruska gora, in the past two years.

The questionnaire used in the research was adjusted to a measurement
scale employed by Oh et al. (2016) (Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for
motivations > 0.944; Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for goals > 0.968;
Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for outcomes > 0.832). The questionnaire
consisted of three sections. The first section contained questions regarding
general sociodemographic characteristics of respondents. The second section
consisted of questions concerning the trip and the visit to a destination, while
the third section contained questions regarding motivations, goals, and
outcomes of a visit to a slow destination. This, last section was composed of
statements to which participants had to respond within a five-point Likert
scale. For recommendations as a slow travel outcome, the following options
were offered: 1 — very unlikely; 2 — unlikely; 3 — neutral; 4 — likely; 5 — very
likely (Oh et al., 2007).

As the focus of this study was to examine the impact of motivations
on consumer recommendations as a slow travel outcome, the following
hypothesis was put forward:

H: There is a statistically significant impact of motivations on
recommendations from consumers of slow tourism.

The statistical software IBM SPSS version 20 was used for data
processing and hypothesis testing.
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RESULTS

Preliminary analyses performed on a sample of 320 respondents
showed that there were assumption violations, so the cases having atypical
features were excluded from the sample. Further preliminary analyses proved
that the assumptions of normality, multicollinearity and homogeneity were
not violated.

In order to assess the model, the adjusted coefficient of determination
was set up, which explained 20.3% of variance in recommendations as an
outcome of slow tourism.

Table 1. Model description®

R R Square The adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
Recommendations 468  .219 .203 .689
a. Predictors: relaxation, self-reflection, escape, novelty seeking, engagement, discovery
b. Dependent variable: recommendations
Source: Authors’ calculation

The level of statistical significance of the adjusted coefficient of
determination is shown by one factor analysis of variance (ANOVA)
(Table 2). The null hypothesis was set up where r2 applied to population
equals 0. Since the calculated level of significance (Sig. = 0,000) was
lower than 0.05, the null hypothesis could not be rejected. It was therefore
concluded that the research model had statistical significance.

Table 2. ANOVA?

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 40.564 6 6.761 14.220 .000°
Recommendations Residual 145.005 305 AT75
Total 185.570 311

a. Dependent variable: recommendations
b. Predictors: relaxation, self-reflection, escape, novelty seeking, engagement, discovery
Source: Authors’ calculation

In order to determine which slow tourism motivation has the strongest
impact on recommendations as a slow tourism outcome, a standard multiple
regression analysis was applied. Table 3. shows to what extent individual
slow tourism motivations contribute to predicting recommendations as an
outcome of slow tourism.
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Table 3. Coefficients of a recommendation as an outcome of slow tourism

Unstanqar_dized Standa_rt_iized 95.0% Confidence Correlations CoIIir)egrity
Model Coefficient  Coefficients t  Sg interval for B ) _ Statistics
B Std. Beta Lower Upper Zero Pama! Sernlpal‘}la] FVU VIE
Error Bound Bound order Correlation  Correlation (1)

« (Constant) 3310 .148 22319 000 3019 3602
.2 Relaxation 114 053 .189 2134 034 009 219 .333 121 108 325 3076
§ Self-reflection -108  .055 -161 -1957 051 -216 .001 .249 -111 -099 378 2643
g Escape -065 046 -111  -1397 163 -156 026 241 -.080 -071 407 2.456
g Novelty seeking 004 050 006 084 933 -095 .103 .302 .005 004 449 2227
2 Engagement 183 056 262 3259 001 072 293 392 183 165 397 2518
@ Discovery 186 061 279 3079 .002 .067 305 422 174 156 312 3207

Source: Authors’ calculation

The model assessed six regression parameters and a constant.
Unstandardized coefficients were applied so as to develop the model. They
were expressed in the following regression equation:

Model Constant Relaxation Self-reflection Escape Zlez\l/(?rlg Engagement Discovery
Recommendations = 3310+ 0.114- 0.108 - 0.065+ 0.004 + 0.183 + 0.186

The constant is 3.310. If all parameters in the model had the value
0, the recommendation as an outcome of slow tourism would be 3.310. In
order to compare the contribution of all independent variables, a
standardized coefficient (Beta) was applied. In this case, beta coefficient
for the motivation “relaxation” is 0.189, for “self-reflection” 0.161, for
“escape” 0.111, for “novelty seeking” 0.006, for “engagement” 0.262,
and for “discovery” 0.279. This means that discovery as a motivation
contributes to explaining recommendations as an outcome of slow
tourism to the greatest extent, if we remove the variance that is explained
by other variables. Therefore, one can conclude the following: if the
impact of discovery is increased by 1, the recommendation as an outcome
of slow tourism will be increased by 0.279.

Since any value lower than 0.05 is considered statistically significant,
the conclusion is that variables such as relaxation, self-reflection, engagement
and discovery make a significant and unique contribution to predicting the
main variable, i.e. recommendations as an outcome of slow tourism, while
variables such as novelty seeking and escape do not make a significant and
unique contribution to predicting recommendations as an outcome of slow
tourism.

In the model, the semipartial coefficient of correlation for “relaxation”
variable is 0.108. When squared, it equals 0.0117, indicating a unique
contribution of 1.17% in explaining the variance in recommendations as an
outcome of slow tourism. The semipartial coefficient for “self-reflection”
variable is 0.099. When squared, it equals 0.0098 and suggests that there is a
unique contribution of 0.98% in explaining the variance in recommendations
as an outcome of slow tourism. The semipartial coefficient for “engagement”
is 0.165. When squared, it equals 0.0272, indicating a unique contribution of
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2.72% in explaining the variance in recommendations as an outcome of slow
tourism. The semipartial coefficient for “discovery” variable is 0.156. When
squared, it equals 0.0243, indicating that there is a unique contribution of
2.43% in explaining the variance in recommendation as an outcome of slow
tourism.

Based on determining the strength of impact of motivations of slow
tourism (motivation 1 — relaxation, motivation 2 — self-reflection, motivation
3 — escape, motivation 4 — novelty seeking, motivation 5 — engagement,
motivation 6 — discovery) on recommendations as an outcome of slow
tourism, one can conclude that discovery, engagement, relaxation and self-
reflection have a significant impact on predicting the recommendations as an
outcome of slow tourism F(6, 305) = 14.220, p = 0.000 < 0.05, while, escape
and novelty seeking as slow tourism motivations are not significant
predictors of recommendations as an outcome of slow tourism. Having in
mind that four out of six motivations of slow tourism make a significant
contribution to predicting the dependent variable, i.e. recommendations as an
outcome of slow tourism, it can be concluded that the hypothesis H is
accepted, i.e. there is a statistically significant impact of motivations on
recommendations made by consumers of slow tourism.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Lai et al. (2018) note that in the process of planning a visit to various
destinations consumers primarily rely on experiences and recommendations
of other consumers gained through WOM communication. In the research,
they conclude that the nature of the relationship between the tourists and the
local population (motivation: engagement) influences consumer satisfaction,
especially consumer recommendations (WOM) as an outcome of travel. The
results of the aforementioned research regarding the impact of motivation
“engagement” on recommendations from slow tourism consumers are in line
with the results of our study. Similarly, Agapito et al. (2011) concludes
that culture (motivation “engagement”) represents one of the most important
attributes which explains tourists” recommendations.

The contribution of this research lies in the fact that it proves the
importance of recommendations (WOM) in the travel decision-making
process. Since consumers have the ability to exert influence over other
consumers, hospitality and tourism marketers have to manage interpersonal
influence. Besides, with the expansion of electronic technologies, virtual
interactions between consumers have proliferated. Nowadays, the increasing
number of consumers use the Internet to seek information about destinations
and to conduct transactions online (Jalivand & Samiei, 2012). Thus, Mari¢ et
al. (2018) explored the effects of eWOM on choosing a slow destination and
concluded that decisions are largely based on recommendations found on the
Internet. According to Sigala et al. (2012), one of the main challenges that
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hospitality and tourism marketers face is the rise of social media and
networking platforms (Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, MySpace and
Instagram), which allow tourists to interact and share their experiences. In
order to meet the challenges of modern world hospitality and tourism,
marketers should recognize all the benefits of eWOM, because its
characteristics allow a high level of flexibility related to accessibility and
the possibility of reaching a huge audience (Loncari¢ et al., 2016).

The results of this research (while taking into account its limitations in
terms of sample size, temporal scope of the research, the need to repeat the
study and prove the results, etc.) offer further theoretical explanation of
WOM as a marketing phenomenon and improve the theoretical framework
regarding tourism as a type of service industry by explaining, understanding
and hence predicting the behavior of tourists, i.e. consumers of tourist offers
and destinations. Managerial implications of this research are very concrete —
marketing decision makers, especially those who deal with slow tourism,
must accept the principle that it is most profitable for a company to retain the
existing customers, and let them attract new customers through positive
WOM in a form of recommendations. Since the research showed that
there are four motivations of slow tourism which lead to positive
recommendations, the marketers have to focus on helping tourists escape
everyday pressure and stress by creating adequate offers.

Some tourists get rid of stress through fun activities and adrenaline
addiction. However, having in mind that the research identified self-
reflection (finding inner peace and discovering the self) as the second
motivation, stress relief should not occur through too aggressive forms of
relaxation, but through engagement such as immersing oneself in local
culture and novelty seeking, which represent motivations of slow tourism
that lead to positive recommendations. Cultural heritage and tradition of
the locality represent the starting point for shaping the slow tourism offer.
It needs to be emphasized that WOM s actually a double-edged sword,
which means that a failure which occurs in previous steps can lead to
WOM, but in a form of negative comments and impressions, which have
an unfavorable impact on interested parties not only in tourism, but other
economic sectors as well.

Some studies on the effectiveness of tourist recommendations
demonstrate the influence of both positive and negative WOM (Vermeulen
& Seegers, 2008; Jalivand & Samiei, 2012; Park & Allen, 2013). Similarly,
this paper demonstrates that positive WOM (“T recommend the destination
to others,” “T talk positively about the visited destination”) creates a
positive image of a slow destination and, in addition, increases awareness
of the slow destination to those who are unfamiliar with it.
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INPEIOPYKE NOTPOLIAYA YCJIYI'A SLOWTYPU3MA

Jpa:xen Mapuh, Kcenuja Jlexopuh, CnaBuna Tomuh
Yuusepsurer y HoBom Cany, Exkonomcku paxynrer y Cydotuim, CyboTtuma,
Peny6muka Cpouja

Pe3ume

VY pamy cy mpuKazaHH pe3yiTaTH HCTpaKHBama KOje je ImoBe3ajio mocedaH oOIMK
Typu3Ma — SIOW Typu3am, MOTHBE MOTpOIIaya U Mpernopyke norpouiada. OCHOBHU LB
6u0 je na ce NCTpakH yTULA] MOTHBA Ha MIPETopyKe, Kao jeAaH o/ ucxona slow myToBama.

ITotpeba ma ce ycropy CBaKOIHEBHH )KHBOT NMPEIYH CTPeca U PYTHHA U JIa C€ Y)KUBA Y
MyTOBamby [OBENA je 0 HacTaHKa moceOHOr obimka Typusma — Slow Typusma. OcHoBHA
HJeja OBOT OOJIMKA TypH3Ma jecTe Jia Ce y je[IHOj JeCTHHALM]H OCTaHe IITO TyXKe U Ja ce
TOKOM OOpaBKa KOPHCTE PACIIONOKHBH, JIOKATHU OOJHIM TPAHCIIOPTA, /id C€ KOH3yMUPajy
HPOM3BO/IM JIOKATHE KyXHIE U Jia ce MOCeTe CBE JIOKAHE 3HaMeHuTocTH. Ha Taj HauuH,
HOTPOLLIAYH, HAKPATKO, [OCTajy Je0 JOKalHe 3ajenHuie. HakoH moBpaTka ca MyToBama,
HOTPOLIAYH TPUYajy O CBOJUM HCKYCTBMMA U Jajy TPENopyKe APYTHM IOTpOIIavyiMa O
n300py ozpeleHe TypucTHuKe JecThHalMja. Ha oBaj HauMH yKJbydyjy ce y TpoLec HHTep-
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HepcoHaHE KOMYHHUKanrja T3B. Word-of-mouth. EMmuprjcko HCTpakHBaEmbe CIIPOBEICHO
je kpajem 2017. roqune Ha y30pKy ox 320 umcrmranuka u3 et rpagosa y Cpouju (Be-
orpan, Hoeu Cax, Hum, KparyjeBan n CyGormia). McrpakuBame je 3aCHOBaHO Ha MO-
neny ayropa Oh, Assaf u Baloglu (2016), y okBupy Kojer cy ayTopH HAEHTH(PUKOBAIIH
1recT MOTHBa slow TypusMa (penakcanuja, camopeduekcuja, oer, oTkpuhe, aHraKOBamke U
yueme) U TpH Ucxoa slow myToBama (3a10BOJHCTBO, TIOHOBHHU J0J1a3aK Y JAECTUHALM]Y U
npernopyke). Pesyiratu uctpakuBama Cy HOKa3all Kako 3HayajaH yTULA] HA TPENopyKe
MOTpOIIIa4a, Kao jeaH Of UCX0a slow MmyToBama, UMajy criefehn MOTHBH: yUeHe, aHra-
JKOBambe perlaKcalyja u camopediekcyja.



