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Abstract

This paper uses the customer-based brand equity (CBBE) model to empirically
evaluate the brand equity of Serbia as a tourist destination, its underlying dimensions and
interrelated causal relations from the perspective of domestic visitors. The study is in line
with the previous research findings and brings new insights into the destination’s analysis;
it shows that the Serbian domestic tourism market has not yet developed the critical area of
destination image and empirically proves the importance of awareness as the most
important dimension of the CBBE of the Serbian domestic tourism market. The
implications of the Serbian domestic destination tourism market are evaluated, and future
research avenues based on the outcomes are highlighted.

Key words: domestic destination; emerging tourism markets, Serbia, destination
brand equity.

PA3BOJ BPEHJA TOMARUX JECTUHALIAJA:
MMIPUMEP CPBUJE

Arncrpakr

VY pamy ce KOPUCTH MOJIEN 3aCHOBAaH Ha BPEHOCTH OpEHIa TYPHCTHYKE JECTHHAIIN]C
ca CTAHOBHMILTA MOCETHNALA Jia OM ce eMIMPH)CKH TpoLieHnIa BpenHocT operna Cpouje
Kao nomahe TYpHCTHYKE JECTHHALMje, F-CHUX CACTABHUX e€NIEMEHATa W Yy3ajaMHHX
penauuja u3 nepcrexktuse gomaher noceruona. Paj je y ckiay ca NpeTXoqHUM HCTPaXKu-
BamkKMa M OTKpUBA HOBE JieTabe Y Be3u ca CpOujoM Kao JecTHHALMjoM, yKasyjyhu Ha To
Ja gomahe TYPUCTHYKO TPXKUIITE HHje TOBOJHHO Pa3BHjEHO Y KJbYYHOM acleKTy MMHIIA
JIeCTHHAIMje U eMIMPHJCKHU J0Ka3yje 3Hauaj CII03Haje, Kao HajBaKHUjEr elleMeHTa MOoJea
BpenHocTH Openia Cpbuje Ha momaheM TypHUCTHUKOM TpKHIUTY. Pan pa3smarpa moryhe
UMITTMKanyje qoMaher TypucTidkor Tpykumra CpOuje 1 Ha OCHOBY pe3yJTara yKasyje Ha
nipaBiie Oyayhnx ncTpakuBama.

Kibyune peun: nomaha nectuHanuja, TypuCTHYKE JecTHHALMje Y pa3Bojy, Cpouja,
BPEIHOCT OpeH/Ia IECTHHAIIH]C.
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INTRODUCTION

According to the World Travel & Tourism Council (WTTC, 2018),
the global domestic tourism spending is expected to grow for 4.1% in 2018
and 3.5% annually by 2028, contributing by 72.7% to the total global
tourism GDP in 2017. By 2017, the size of the Serbian domestic tourism
market reached €400 million euros (Kohlenberger, 2018). According to the
Statistical Yearbook of the Republic of Serbia (Statistical Yearbook, 2018),
in 2017, Serbia was visited by 1.58 million domestic tourists who generated
5.1 million tourist nights. The Serbian domestic travel spending is expected
to grow 3.5% annually by 2027 (WTTC Serbia, 2017).

Domestic visitors® travel behaviour, motives and perceptions are
significantly different from those of the international visitors. Worldwide,
domestic visitors tend to travel more often than foreign ones and benefit
from the proximity and knowledge of a destination. Also, families, children,
seniors, the disabled and modest-income families are more represented in
domestic tourism (Deng & Ritchie, 2016). Similarly, Serbian domestic
visitors are more aware of the Serbian brand identity as a tourist destination
including history, national treasures, people, nature, media-bias and
development (Nov¢i¢c & Damnjanovi¢, 2012). As a result, Serbian domestic
visitors are interested in more diverse tourism activities and experiences.

Similarly, worldwide, international visitors are more concerned with
safety, like to relax and have fun, prefer to visit landmarks and natural
attractions, experience local culture, taste local food and explore the
surroundings (Deng & Ritchie, 2016). According to Sheldon & Dwyer
(2010), at the time of global economic crisis, when money is short and the
time to travel is reduced, domestic tourism is a substitute for outbound travel.
Domestic tourism has the capacity to create employment and generate
income in the home economy and fill out the off-season capacity and
increase the utilization of capital resources. However, very often potentials
of the domestic tourism markets are considered subordinate to international
markets by destination managers (Archer, 1978). Previous research on the
Serbian domestic tourism points to a diversion of the resources intended for
domestic tourism product development to the outbound market. Also, the
past study suggests the importance of the residents’ awareness of the Serbia’s
holidays as a domestic tourism opportunity (Dwyer, Dragicevi¢, Armenski,
Mihali¢, & Knezevi¢ Cvelbar, 2014). Hence, there is a strong motive for
private and public stakeholders, destination developers, planners and
marketing strategists to develop the Serbian domestic tourism market.

The past research highlights the competitiveness of the Serbian
diverse natural, cultural and created resources (Dwyer et al., 2014; Mulec &
Wise, 2013), but the perceptual side of the domestic visitors remains largely
unexplored. Most studies of Serbian tourism have failed to integrate the
domestic visitors® perception of the Serbian domestic tourism market with
domestic tourism strategies. This creates a gap in the scientific literature on
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motives and impressions of Serbian domestic visitors and the assessment of
the brand equity value of the Serbian domestic tourism market.

To address these gaps, this study analyzes the underlying perceptions
and factors that impact them and explores the differences between various
associations and their manifestations (recognition, recall, top-of-the-mind,
repeat visitation and choice). Therefore, Serbia needs to carve out its own,
unique position as a domestic tourist destination by implementing focused
branding strategy (Dwyer, Knezevi¢, Cvelbar, Dragicevic, Mihali¢, 2015).
The key objectives of the study are to assess from the Serbian domestic
perspective: the applicability of the CBBE concept; causal relations among
the underlying CBBE dimensions; and causality between the CBBE and its
constituent elements.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Brand Equity Concept

Brand equity emerged as the most important marketing concept in the
late 1980s, causing a proliferation of ideas on how to conceptualize and
operationalize the brand equity paradigm. However, because of different
methods and concepts, the only agreement was on the multidimensionality
construct (Aaker, 1991; Erdem et al., 2006; Gartner, 2014; Konecnik &
Gartner, 2007).

Adding greater value to the firm is considered a major asset behind
brand equity, followed by commanding higher margins, increasing
competitive advantage and improving trade leverage and brand extensions.
Additional value to the firm by augmenting loyalty is provided by brand
equity dimensions, such as awareness, image and perceived quality (Kladou,
Giannopoulos, & Mavragani, 2015). Aaker (1991), defined brand equity as a
set of assets and liabilities linked to a brand and proposed a model that
captures image, assets, quality, awareness and loyalty as the main elements.
Consequently, the CBBE model, conceptualized by Aaker (1991) and Keller
(1993) became the most recognized and commonly used paradigm by the
research community and is used in this study (Konecnik & Gartner, 2007).

Destination Branding

Destination branding is a relatively new concept that is increasingly
attracting the interest of the destination research community since it makes
destinations different by means of name and brand symbols, associates
unique positive experiences to tourism destinations, reinforces emotional
relations between visitors and tourism destinations, and reduces research
expenses and visitors’ perceptions of risk (Blain, Levy, & Ritchie, 2005; Cai,
2002). Aaker’s (1991) and Keller’s (1993) concept of the CBBE offers
destination marketers a tool for the performance evaluation of the scale and
positioning in the marketplace (Pike, Bianchi, Kerr, & Patti, 2010).
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The literature review reveals that tourism marketing researchers
adopted the term ‘destination brand equity’ borrowed from the product and
corporate brand literature (Aaker, 1991). Keller (1993) suggests that CBBE
happens when customers are aware of the brand and exhibit strong, favorable
and unique associations that can lead to repeat buying behavior that
positively impacts brand loyalty. Likewise, high levels of brand equity may
result in higher sales, price premiums and customer loyalty (Aaker, 1991;
Keller, 1993). The intricate nature of destination brands makes evaluation of
the destination brand equity complex, rendering the measurement methods
and the composition of the destination brand equity subject to debate (Ferns
& Walls, 2012). This study uses four dimensions of the Aaker’s model,
indicating that besides image, it is important to consider loyalty, quality and
awareness (Blain et al., 2005; Gnoth, 2002). The above leads to the research
question 1: Do destination awareness, image, quality, and loyalty positively
affect the destination brand equity of Serbia from the perspective of domestic
tourists, and if so, how?

Destination awareness. Awareness is an important concept of the
branding process because it shows the strength of the brand’s stimuli
(recall, recognition, top-of-the-mind) in a customer’s mind and plays an
important role in the destination selection process by impacting the
affective elements linked to a destination (Im, Kim, Elliot & Han, 2012).
According to Kotler, Haider, and Rein (1993), a traveler is aware only of
the small portion of the destination options or “awareness set”, from
which the “choice set” is obtained for the final selection. This leads to the
formulation of research question 2: Does destination awareness have a
positive influence on the destination image, destination quality and
destination loyalty of the destination brand equity of Serbia from the
perspective of domestic tourists, and if so, how?

Destination image. A brief history of the image starts with Boulding
(1956), who introduced the concept of image as a mix of cognitive, affective
and conative elements. Konecnik & Gartner (2007) were the first to apply
the image concept to define destination brand equity. Images, once
conceived, do not significantly change over time in the absence of major
events (Gartner, 2014). Major events may change some of the destination’s
image characteristics temporarily, but without reinforcement the image will
return to the previous levels (Gartner, 1993). For destination development it
is very important to understand that the short-term changes in a destination
image can be easily erased and evaporated (Gartner, 2014).

Destination image can be defined as a set of associations that reside in
the tourists” memory and represents the meaning of the brand (Farquhar &
Herr, 1993; Keller, 1993) and is critical for defining the destination branding
paradigm (Boo et al., 2009; Cai, 2002; Konecnik & Gartner, 2007). In 2013,
Papadimitriou, Apostolopoulou and Kaplanidou’s study of the tourism
domestic market in Athens, Greece, confirmed that destination brand image
influences attitudinal and behavioral destination brand loyalty. This leads us
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to research question 3: Does destination image have a positive effect on
destination loyalty of the destination brand equity of Serbia from the
perspective of domestic tourists, and if so, how?

Destination quality. According to Zeithaml (1988), perceived quality
stands for the customer’s judgment of the excellence and superiority of a
brand. The same author places quality as a part of brand equity, suggesting
that high perceived quality leads to the selection of a brand. As suggested by
Im et al. (2012), destination quality is different from the actual quality as it
captures the perceived evaluation of a destination’s total excellence. The
analysis of the destination CBBE of Slovenia from the perspective of the
Croatian and German markets showed that German tourists prefer quality
while Croatian visitors prefer image (Konecnik & Gartner, 2007). This leads
to the formulation of research question 4: Does destination quality have a
positive effect on the destination image and destination loyalty of the
destination brand equity of Serbia from the perspective of domestic tourists,
and if so, how?

Destination loyalty. According to Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001), the
attitudinal aspect of brand loyalty is related to intentions in respect to the
preferred brand (Atilgan, Aksoy, & Akinci, 2005), while behavioral loyalty is
based on choice (Pappu, Quester, & Cooksey, 2005). In the tourism context,
destination loyalty was found to impact tourism behavior during the choice
process for selecting a destination (Um & Crompton, 1990) and represents
the intention to visit and the possibility to revisit. Numerous studies point out
that loyalty is a mediator between the image, awareness and quality and the
total brand equity. (Konecnik & Gartner, 2007). This leads to the formulation
of research question 5: Does destination loyalty have a positive mediating
role in affecting the destination brand equity of the destination brand equity
of Serbia from the perspective of domestic tourists, and if so, how?

METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH DESIGN

The conceptual model of the study is based on the Aaker’s (1991) and
Keller’s (1993) CBBE paradigm, which consists of destination awareness,
destination image, destination quality and destination loyalty. The study
focuses on the specific four dimensions, rather than on a wider set of
possibilities that could be inclusive in image, loyalty, and awareness
(Konecnik & Gartner, 2007).

To address the research questions, the study uses a close-end
quantitative research instrument designed and implemented in Google Forms.
The measurement scale of the research instrument and the operationalization
of variables were developed based on the earlier literature on destination
CBBE (Chekalina, 2015; Konecnik & Gartner, 2007; Im et al.,2012).
Initially, a semi-structured survey was conducted with (n=12) undergraduate
students majoring in tourism. The findings from the interviews were
incorporated into the questionnaire’s final version.
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Design of Survey Instrument

Following the literature review (Konecnik & Gartner, 2007), the 26-
question research instrument was designed with a scale appraisal extending
from 0 “absolutely no” to 10 “absolutely yes”. The preference for a 0 to 10
scale over a 7-point Likert scale is given because of the wider variance
range. The survey instrument is in line with the previous literature
(Chekalina, 2015; Elliot & Papadopoulos, 2016; Im et al., 2012; Konecnik
& Gartner, 2007). Data was collected during the four-day Serbian Tourism
Fair 2018, which took place in Belgrade, Serbia, in February of 2018. The
total of 302 valid results were obtained. The respondents were screened on
residency, citizenship, last visit, and age. The obtained results were checked
for missing data, outliers and normality. The overall Cronbach’s alpha for
the scale was 0.910 indicating robust internal consistency (Hair, Black,
Babin, & Anderson, 2010).

Data Analysis

Destination awareness, quality, image, and loyalty were considered as
dependent (latent) low-order variables, while the CBBE was considered as a
dependent high-order variable (Konecnik & Garten, 2007), see Figure 1. The
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using principal component analysis (PCA)
as extraction method and Promax with Kaiser normalization as a rotation
method, was conducted in SPSS, version 21. Suitability of the measurement
model, composite reliability, convergent and discriminatory validity are
proved by the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) conducted in AMOS,
version 23 (Byrne, 2016). The causal relationships addressed in the research
questions were confirmed using structural equation modelling (SEM).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Demographics of Respondents

Demographic characteristics of the respondents are shown in Table 1.
Females (59.3%) represent most of the respondents while more than half of
the respondents (63%) were under 40 years of age. Most of the respondents
78% have or are working towards undergraduate or higher degree, while
47% work in the private sector. On average, a domestic visitor in Serbia takes
six domestic trips annually and stays five days. Also, the 2-day stay is more
popular with women (12%) than with men (4%).

Table 2 shows means, standard deviations as well as minimum and
maximum values for the model validation items of the n=302 respondents.
The evaluation of the descriptive statistics shows a moderate difference
(3.23) between the minimum and maximum means, indicating diversity of
perceptions of the Serbian domestic tourists.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the respondents (n=302)

S?g}lﬁédemo Frequency Percentage S?g}lﬁfemo Frequency Percentage
Gender Occupation
Male 123 40.7% Civil 49 16.2%
Female 179 59.3% Non-governmental 13 4.3%
Total 302 100.0% Private 142 47.0%
Other 98 32.5%
Total 302 100%
Age Educational level
18-20 29 9.6% Elementary school 3 1.0%
20-29 117 38.7% High school 64 21.2%
30-39 44 14.6% Undergraduate 164 54.3%
40-49 53 17.5% Graduate 54 17.9%
50-59 39 12.9% PhD 17 5.6%
60 orabove 20 6.6% Total 302 100%
Total 302 100%
Table 2. Descriptive statistics (n=302)
Items D Min Max Mean Std. Dev.
Image
Pleasant hosts IM1 0.00 10.00 8.13 1.97
Good entertainment IM2 0.00 10.00 850 1.94
Food and drinks IM3 1.00 10.00 8.60 1.84
Beautiful scenery IM4 0.00 10.00 8.43 1.90
Personal safety IM5 0.00 1000 7.64 2.00
Relaxing atmosphere IM6 0.00 10.00 7.86 2.10
Pleasant weather IM7 0.00 10.00 7.49 1.95
Diverse services IM8 0.00 10.00 6.78 2.27
Excellent choice IM9 0.00 10.00 6.99 2.37
Ideal for family IM10 0.00 10.00 7.73 2.10
Preserved nature IM11 0.00 10.00 6.17 2.36
Loyalty
First choice to visit LO1 0.00 1000 3.23 3.13
Visit Serbia in 2018 LO2 0.00 1000 5.3 3.31
Good value-for-money LO3 0.00 10.00 6.24 2.54
Recommend Serbia LO4 0.00 1000 731 2.55
Number of visits LO5 1.00 10.00 5.62 3.17
Length of stay LO6 1.00 10.00 5.08 2.50
Vacation budget LO7 0.00 10.00 5.96 2.26
Quality
Quality of service Q1 000 1000 6.15 2.17
Accommodation quality Q2 0.00 10.00 6.24 2.20
Unpolluted and clean Q3 0.00 10.00 4.66 2.58
Low prices Q4 0.00 10.00 7.20 2.27
Awareness
Read about Serbiaas TD AW1 0.00 10.00 5.27 3.11
See ads on Serbia AW?2 0.00 10.00 5.27 2.73
Serbia is popular TD AW3 0.00 10.00 6.37 2.40

D dimension of CBBE (AW awareness; IM image; Q quality; LO loyalty)
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Exploratory Factor Analysis

Using the PCA method with Promax and Kaiser normalization
rotation and eigenvalue greater-than-one criteria, four factors are extracted
with 62% of the sum of square loading variances explained, see Table 3. The
EFA reduced the number of variables from 26 to 16, see Table 3. The
Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin measure of sample adequacy was (0.876) and the
significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity (p < 0.001) confirms the sample’s
significant correlations (Field, 2009). All commonalities show values above
0.5, suggesting good loadings.

The first factor, which explains 36.6% of the variances, is identified as
“destination image” since it reflects the strength of the associations with a
destination, such as entertainment, accommodation, food, scenery, safety and
relaxing atmosphere, see Table 3. The Cronbach’s alpha of 0.829 suggests
good internal reliability. The findings confirm the previous research that
strong tangible and intangible associations augment the image of a
destination.

The second factor, marked as “destination loyalty”, accounts for
11.06% of the variances, and reflects the visitors’ behavioral and attitudinal
aspects towards the destination. The 0.788 Cronbach’s alpha indicates a good
level of internal reliability, see Table 3. The findings are consistent with the
previous research of destination loyalty which supports the intention to
recommend, visit and “first choice”. The non-perceptual variables such as
date, number of visits, length of stay and budget proved insignificant.

The third factor, which accounts for 7.66% of variances explained, is
marked as ““destination quality” since it includes perceived values of what
is traditionally expected of a tourist destination such as service,
accommodation, reasonable prices, clean and unpolluted environment. The
0.762 Cronbach’s alpha shows good internal reliability, see Table 3. The
findings advocate the previous research and arguments.

The fourth factor, which accounts for 6.45% of the variances
explained, is denoted as ““destination awareness” and reflects perceived
recall, recognition and knowledge about Serbia as a destination (Im et al.,
2012). The Cronbach’s alpha of 0.636 suggests acceptable internal
reliability, see Table 3. The findings support the previous research
suggesting the importance of promoting tourist destination features of
Serbia (Dwyer et al., 2015).

Measurement Model

The CFA further reduces the number of variances from 16 to 9, see
Table 3. The goodness-of-fit statistics show that all parameters are within
the recommended values: chi-square/df = 1.582, p=0.047; goodness-of-
fit index (GFI) = 0.978; adjusted goodness-of-fit (AGFI) = 0.950; normed
fit index (NFI) = 0.966; comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.987; p of close fit
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(PCLOSE) = 0.604; and root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) = 0.044. The measures show a robust fit between the estimated
and proposed model (Hu & Bentler, 1998).

The reliability, discriminant and convergent validity are confirmed
as shown in Table 3. Composite reliability (CR) shows an acceptable range

Table 3. Measurement model
(Variable reduction: EFA: 26 to 16; CFA: 16 to 9)

Factors D NSL EV CA VE% CR AVE MSV ASV
Image 2 5.86 0.83 36.61 0.79 0.66 0.24 0.17
Pleasant hosts IM1 0.94
Good entertainment IM2 0.66
Food and drinks (b) IM3
Beautiful scenery (b) IM4
Personal safety (b) IM5
Relaxing atmosphere (b) M6
Pleasant weather (a) IM7
Diverse services (a) IM8
Excellent choice (a) IM9
Ideal for family (a) IM10
Preserved nature (a) IM11
Loyalty 3 1.87 0.79 11.71 0.80 0.58 0.24 0.17

First choice to visit (b))  LO1
Visit Serbia in 2018 LO2 0.70
Good value-for-money  LO3 0.81
Recommend Serbia LO4 0.86
Number of visits (a) LO5

Length of stay (a) LO6
Vacation budget (a) LO7

Quiality 2 1.23 0.76 7.67 0.82 0.70 0.39 0.29
Quality of service Q1 0.79

Accommodation quality Q2 0.88
Unpolluted and clean (b) Q3
Low prices (a) Q4
Awareness 2 1.03 0.64 6.45 0.63 0.46 0.39 0.30
Read about Serbiaas TD AW1  0.63
Seeadson Serbia(b)  AW?2
Serbia is popular TD AW3 0.72
Total variance explained 62.43
TD tourist destination; D dimension of CBBE (AW awareness; IM image; Q quality;
LO loyalty); N number of variables or items; SL standardized loadings; EV
eigenvalue; CA Cronbach’s alpha; VE variance explained; N number of variables;
CR composite reliability; AVE average variance extracted; MSV maximum shared
variance; ASV average shared variance; TD tourist destination; (a) item deleted after
the exploratory factor analysis; (b) item deleted after confirmatory factor analysis.
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(CR> 0.7) of between 0.824 and 0.628, pointing to a good internal
consistency except for the destination awareness, which was 0.628, below
the 0.7 threshold. Convergent validity was examined by average variance
extracted (AVE), which shows values between 0.702 and 0.459,
consistently greater than the 0.5 threshold, except for the destination
awareness, which scored 0.459. Since CR and AVE values for awareness
are close to their recommended thresholds, we can accept them arguing
that adding more variables could alleviate the problem (Konecnik &
Gartner, 2007). Discriminant validity is confirmed since maximum shared
variance (MSV) is less than the AVE and average shared variance (ASV)
is lower than MSV for all four constructs (Hair et al., 2010).

Structural Equation Modelling

The two-part SEM analysis is conducted to answer the proposed
research questions. In part one, the CBBE is confirmed as a high-order
factor while causal relations between the latent (unobservable) dimensions
of the CBBE (destination awareness, destination image, destination quality
and destination loyalty) are established in the second part.

Destination
Awareness

Destination 0.55
Image
0.73
Destination
Quality
Destination
Loyalty

Figure 1. Higher-order path analysis of CBBE.
Note: All paths are significant at 0.001 level.

0.78

Part one. When low-order factors have high correlations, there is a
possibility that all covariations of the low-order factors can be explained
by the high-order general factor, in this case the CBBE (Konecnik &
Gartner, 2007). The SEM analysis in Figure 1 shows that all four factors
positively affect the CBBE and exhibit strong contributions to its value.
The standardized path coefficient (0.81) shows that the destination loyalty
has a dominant influence on the CBBE suggesting the importance of the
repeat markets, word-of-mouth, and value-for-money.
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The destination awareness (0.78) and quality (0.73) factors show a
robust contribution to the CBBE, indicating the importance of promotion
and quality standards. On the contrary, destination image shows the
lowest impact on the CBBE with the path coefficient of (0.55) suggesting
the weak perception of the destination brand equity. The path analysis
addresses the first research question “Do destination awareness, image,
quality, and loyalty positively affect the destination brand equity of
Serbia from the perspective of domestic tourists, and if so, how?” The
SEM analysis shows that all four elements positively affect the brand
equity of Serbia from the perspective of the domestic market and
confirms the CBBE concept, see Figure 1.

Destination
Quality

0.26 (p<0.001)

Destination
Image

Destination
Loyalty
Destination
Awareness

Figure 2. Path analysis of the CBBE dimensions.

0.18 (p<0.095)

Part two. The causal relations between the CBBE dimensions are
shown in Figure 2. The SEM analysis confirms that destination awareness
affects positively all other elements of the model showing significant
influence on destination quality (0.63), suggesting that the Serbian
domestic visitors rely on knowledge and promotions to make their
domestic travelling decisions. On the other hand, the impact of awareness
(0.18) and quality (0.27) on the image indicates lack of promotion and
that accommaodation and entertainment alone do not create a strong image
of Serbia, see Table 3.

The second research question “Does destination awareness have a
positive influence on the destination image, destination quality and
destination loyalty of the destination brand equity of Serbia from the
perspective of domestic tourists, and if so, how?” is answered by the
analysis in Figure 2, which shows that destination awareness has a strong
positive effect on destination quality (0.63), indicating that the
expectations of excellence are drawn from the acquired knowledge. On
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the other hand, destination awareness positively impacts destination
loyalty (0.39) and image (0.18), suggesting the importance of information
for intention to visit and creating associations about a destination in the
tourists” minds.

The third research question, “Does destination image have a
positive effect on destination loyalty of the destination brand equity of
Serbia from the perspective of domestic tourists, and if so, how?”, is
answered in Figure 2, showing that the destination image has a positive
effect on destination loyalty (0.26), but shows that accommodation and
entertainment alone cannot have significant impact on loyalty.

Regarding the fourth question, “Does destination quality have a
positive effect on the destination image and destination loyalty of the
destination brand equity of Serbia from the perspective of domestic
tourists, and if so, how?”, the analysis confirms that destination quality
influences destination loyalty (0.22) and destination image (0.27), however,
the quality of service and accommodation are not enough to significantly
impact both aspects, see Table 3 and Figure 2.

Finally, the fifth question, “Does destination loyalty have a positive
mediating role in affecting the destination brand equity of the destination
brand equity of Serbia from the perspective of domestic tourists, and if so,
how?”, is answered in Figure 2, showing that destination loyalty is positively
affected by destination quality (0.22), destination image (0.26) and
destination awareness (0.39). This is expected since the intention to visit and
revisit is all about knowledge, satisfaction, and perception about a
destination. Also, destination loyalty exhibits the strongest positive effect
(0.81) on the destination brand equity (CBBE), see Figure 1. As a result,
the mediating role of destination loyalty is confirmed, because it channels
perceptions of excellent service, quality of accommodation, entertainment,
and advertising into the set of loyalty variables (recommendation,
affordability, and intention to revisit) as shown in Table 3.

CONCLUSIONS

Domestic tourism markets are important for extending the season,
increasing utilization of capital investments, creating local jobs and income,
and in the time of crisis, serve as a substitute to outbound travel (Archer,
1978). Successfully implemented branding strategies are what is behind the
growth of domestic tourism. In this study, the research was carried out on the
Serbian domestic tourism market and its implications on the elements of the
destination brand equity of Serbia from the domestic tourists’ point of view.

Past research suggests that branding strategies should be evaluated in
association with the perceived dimensions of the CBBE, such as awareness,
image, quality and loyalty, to develop more targeted and effective branding
strategies. So far, few studies have used this information to develop a more
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effective branding strategy for the Serbian domestic tourism market. This
study confirms the findings of the past research that recall, recognition, top-
of-the-mind, superiority, excellence and intention to visit and revisit, as well
as the choice set, have significant impact on the value of the Serbian
domestic tourism market, see Figure 2. On the other hand, the study exposes
a weak image of Serbia, indicating the lack of strong perceptual associations
between the unique and memorable Serbian domestic tourist features and
domestic visitors.

The study shows that destination awareness strongly influences
quality and loyalty, but exhibits little impact on image, indicating that the
image of Serbia as a domestic tourist destination is undeveloped. This is
in line with the previous research which shows that Serbia lacks
promotion of its unique and memorable features that will create a strong
association in visitors’ minds, and that domestic visitors are price elastic
(MTTT, 2016), prefer vouchers, discounts and lack positive strong
associations and feelings about destinations in Serbia.

This is an important finding considering the diversity of tourism
features that Serbia offers. First of all, Serbia needs to identify domestic
destination features that are unique, memorable and attractive to domestic
customers. Second of all, Serbia needs to develop and implement a
continuous integrated promotional strategy to convince, impress, and make
its prime destination features memorable and desirable to the domestic
visitors. By doing that, Serbia will make the same features attractive to the
foreign tourism market as well. Most importantly, Serbia needs to put the
selected domestic destination features into the choice set of domestic visitors.
Third of all, Serbia needs to execute this strategy on the national, regional,
and local levels continuously and persistently, until the positive message is
seeded in the minds of domestic visitors.

The research suggests several directions to investigate based on the
findings and limitations of the study. Considering the fact that over 70%
of the sample are those with higher education, the sample of the research
may not be representative of the overall Serbian domestic visitors’
segment, indicating that the study has methodological limitations, which
in turn suggests that future refinements and advancements are needed
(Konecnik & Gartner, 2007). The large diversity of the Serbian population
limits the generalizability of the study.

The findings of the causal relationships between the Serbian brand
equity dimensions allow future researchers to conduct similar projects in
various contexts. Possibilities exist to conduct comparison studies between
different ethnic, demographic, cultural and social groups to develop a more
detailed understanding of the Serbian domestic tourism demand. Also, a
causal order among proposed elements may exist, which could be confirmed
in the subsequent research, see Figure 2.
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Finally, future studies may include the importance of knowledge
and how it impacts the perception of destination choices and travel behavior.
Considering the lack of research on the brand equity of the Serbian domestic
tourism market, the present outcomes represent a significant contribution to
research and destination marketers in understanding the complex domestic
tourism market in Serbia.
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PA3BOJ bBPEHJIA TOMARUX JECTUHAIINJA:
ITPUMEP CPBUJE

Musngoj Teonopouh'?, Jopan Monecky?, Janujen Masnornh?
'Vuusepsurer Cunrunynym, beorpan, Peny6muxa Cpouja
2yuusepsuteT CUHTHMyHYM, JlenapTMaH 3a TypUCTHUKM U XOTEJH]jCKH MEHALIMEHT,
Beorpan, Pemy6nmka Cpbuja

Pe3ume

Iusb pana je a ce aHanM3Mpa BPeJHOCT TypHCTHIKOT Openna CpOuje ca cTaHOBHIITA
nomaher Typucre. 3Hadaj gomaher TypUCTHUKOT TPIKHILTA je Y TOME IITO y BpeMe eKO-
HOMCKE KpH3e OCTaje CTabMIIHO M THME JOMPHHOCH MaKCHMAITHOM HCKOpHUIINCHY TypH-
CTUYKHX KaraluTeTa jep yMamyje pu3uK. To je U3y3eTHO 3HAa4ajHO 3a CTEJKXOJICpPE Y TY-
pH3My aKo ce y3Me y o03up ja je yzaeo noMaher TypUCTHUKOT TPIKHUIITA Y YKYIHOM IJI0-
6amHOM TypucTHakoM mpomety 70%. YcnemHocT fomaher Typusma orsesa ce Ipe cBera
y e)eKTHOj UMILIEMEHTAIj | cTpaTernje OpeHaa Typuctidke necturanyje. [losnaro je ga
JIECTUHAIIM]E Ca 3HAYajHOM TO3HIIIjOM Ha TYPHCTUYKOM TPXKUIITY MMajy 3anehuHy y mo-
Opo CTIPOBENICHOj CTpaTeruju OpeH A IeCTHHAIIH]E.

INperxonHa HCcTpakuBama MOTBPYYjy JAa je 3a YCIelHy cTparterdjy OpeHaupama Je-
CTHHALMje TOTPeOHO [eTajbHO AHAIM3HPATH JCTEPMHHAHTE BPEIHOCTH OpeHIa mpema
AxepoBoM u KenepoBoMm Mopzeiy ,,BpeaHOCTH OpeHIa ca CTaHOBHMINTA KyIia”, a TO Cy
CMO3Haja, UMHII, KBATHTET U JiojanHocT. Jlo cana je ypahieH Mamu O6poj cTynuja Ha TeMy
Openmupara Cpbuje kao gomahe TypucTHUKe JecTHHANM]jE. VcTpaknBame y OBOM pamy
HOTBphyje [a ¢y Mpeno3HaT/bHBOCT, MPHCETIEUBOCT, BPX CBECHOCTH, CYNEPHOPHOCT U Ha-
Mepa TIoceTe, Kao U CKYI CBECHOCTH — KJbYUHH (pakTopu y oapehuBamy BpemHocTr OpeH-
nma CpOuje kao momahe TypHCTHUKe JecTHHaIWje. Y pamy ce Takohe ykasyje Ha To z1a
nmun Cpbuje, kao nqomahe TypUCTHYKE ECTUHAIM]E, HUje JOBOJPHO Pa3BHjCH, IIITO TOBO-
pH 0 TOMe J1a mocToju cinaba Be3a u3Mel)y jeMHCTBEHNX U KJby4YHHX Kapaktepuctuka Cp-
Ouje, Kao TypUCTHYKE JeCTHHAIMje, U meplernimje qoMahux mocermnana. Takohe, y pamxy
ce MOTBphyje TOMUHAHTHA YJIOTa CII03Haje Y (OpMHUpamby jake HAKIOHOCTH MpeMa KBaJlH-
TETY W JIOjaJTHOCTH, aJI ICTOBPEMEHO YKa3yje Ha TO Ja MMa peJlaTHBHO HU3aK yTHIAj Ha
nmulL. PesynTatu cy y ckiiamy ca MpeTxoJHUM CTyIjaMa Koje yKa3yje Ha HeJJoCTaTaK jake
1 cBeoOyXBaTHE TPOMOTHBHE aKTHBHOCTH HAjBAXKHUjUX cyOjekara nomaher Typmsma y
CpOuju. Ykazano je y paay u aa je gomahe TypucTHdko Tpxumre y CpOuju eTacTHIHO y
TIOTJIeTy LIeHa U Jia IIO3UTHBHO pearyje Ha Baydepe U HOIycTe.

HayuHu nonpuHOC paja je eMIMpHjcKa CTyIHja y U30JI0Bamby MMHUA Kao Hajcnaduje
Kapuke y naniry openzia Cpouje, kao nomahe Typuctiuke aectuHanuje. OBO MpencTaBiba

@ CTYJEHT HOKTOPCKUX CTyHja
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3Ha4ajHO OoTKpuhe 3a TypUCTHYIKN aMOujeHT, Koju je y CpOuju u3y3erHo pasHoimuk. [la ou
W3POHMIIA U3 CHTyalllje Y Kojoj ce Hajasu, CpOuja Mopa Jla 03HAYH jETMHCTBCHE U UCKY-
CTBEHO He3a0OpaBHE TYypUCTHUUKE IPOU3BOJE ca IieaumTa gomaher TypucTe, 1a YBpCTH
JaTe TPOU3BOJIC Y MHTETPHCAHy NIPOMOTHBHY CTpATETHjy ca yOeUbUBHM €MOIMOHAHIM
AKIIEHTOM HAa MCKYCTBEHH JIOKUBJbA]j, ]a UCTaKHE MpUjaTHU ocehaj UCIyHEHOCTH OYeKH-
Bama U Jla 33JI0BOJbU aCIIUpaIlMOHe TeXme goMaher Typucre. Hajpaxxauje je ma CpOuja
ycre a KOHCONMIYje CBOje HajaTpaKTHUBHHjE TYPHCTHYKE MPOU3BOJIE y CKYIl CBECHOCTH
nomaher typucre. Takole, motpe6Ho je na CpbOuja cripoBerne crpaTterdjy OpeHaupama Ha
HAIMOHAJIHOM, PETHOHAIHOM 1 JIOKAJTHOM HHUBOY JTyTOTPajHOM M YIIOPHOM KaMITarmoM Ka-
KO OM ce IMJBEBH IIPOMOIIHj€ YCIENHO crpoBeny. OBOM NPOMOTHBHOM KammamoM Cpou-
ja O CBOjOM TypHCTHYKOM ITOHYIOM IPUBYKJIA U CTPaHEe TYPHCTE.

Ha ocHoBy noOmjenux pesynTara, CTyauja OTBapa BHUIIE IIpaBalia 3a Jajba HCTPaKHBa-
ma. Ynmenna aa npexo 70% wuCIUTaHMKA MPUMALa TPYIH Ca BUCOKAM 00Pa30BameM —
yKa3yje Ha TO Ja MOCToje ofipeleHa METOIONOMIKA OTpaHIIeha OBE CTyamje. To 3Ha4M 1a
cy y Oynyhum nctpaxxuBamiMa Ha OBy TeMy HOTpeOHe To1aTHe KOpeKLHje U (opMyiari-
je. Pesynraru Bezanu 3a MeljycoOHe onmHOCce m3Mel)y nerepMuHaHATa BPEIHOCTH OpeHza
Cpbuje, kao nomahe TypUCTHYKE JCCTHHAIM]E, yiyhyjy Ha mOTpeOy 3a HOBHM HCTPaKH-
Bama y 0BOj 0bnacti. MoryhHocTr noctoje y mopeljemy pe3yniTata UCTpaKHBamka Yy Of-
HOCY Ha jeMorpadcke, eTHUUKE, KyJITYpHE M COLMjalHe CerMeHTe NOoTeHIMjaiiHe JoMahe
TYPHCTHYKE TPAKELE.

Ha xpajy, Oymyha uctpaxuBama Mory nhy y TpaBily aHAIN3E YTHIIja 3HAka Ha Mep-
LEMIHYjy TYPUCTUYKHX MPOU3BO/IA U MOHaNIama qoMahux Typucra. C 003upoM Ha orpa-
HI4eH Opoj HCTpakuBama y obmactu gomaher Typusma y CpOuju, pe3yaratd oBOT pajga
Jiajy 3HauajaH JOMPHHOC y UCTPAKUBAYKOM M MAPKETHHILIKOM KOHTEKCTY Ka 00JbeM pasy-
MEBamy CJI0KEHOCTH ToMahier TypucTHakor TpyxkuiTa Cpouje.



