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The main aim of this study was to develop a new scale for measuring travel destination 
personality – the Destination Personality Scale (DPS). It was assumed that DPS will confirm 
the applicability of the five-factor structure of the original Brand Personality Scale (BPS) 
by Aaker (1997) when more appropriate adjectives for the description of travel destination 
personality are generated. Results confirmed the five-factor structure of DPS, with dimensions 
Excitement, Sincerity, Competence, Ruggedness, and Sophistication. The final version of 
DPS consists of 24 items and subscales showed good construct (convergent and discriminant) 
and criterion validity, as well as reliability.
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Highlights:

• The main aim was to develop a new scale for measuring travel destination 
personality – Destination Personality Scale (DPS).

• The study was based on dimensions of the Aaker’s Brand Personality Scale 
(BPS).

• Adjectives that are more appropriate for a description of travel destination 
personality were selected.

• DPS contains 24 destination-specific items and measures five dimensions in 
line with BPS.
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People often attribute personality traits to inanimate and inhumane objects 
(Aaker, 1996; Solomon, 1999). For example, in many commercials, cars are 
described as sophisticated, PC is described as intelligent, and destinations 
as friendly or romantic, etc. This tendency is called anthropomorphism. In 
marketing, attributing human characteristics to different products is called the 
brand personality. The personality of the brand is defined as “a set of human 
characteristics that can be linked with the brand” (Aaker, 1997, p. 347). It should 
be also noted that personality traits of the brand are not strictly related to the 
physical characteristics of the brand and may be the result of many factors such 
as advertising, price, stereotypes, etc. (Sirgy, 1985).

Destinations are nowadays regarded as brands and the brand aspect of 
attributing human characteristics to them is called destination personality. Thus, 
Ekinci and Hosany (2006, p. 127) define destination personality as “the set of 
personality traits associated with a destination”. The major benefit of a well-
established destination personality is that it allows consumers to differentiate 
the destination from competition (Aaker, 1996). Brand personality also 
allows the development of a strong emotional connection between the brand 
and consumers, resulting in the creation of loyalty, trust and greater tourist 
satisfaction (Fournier, 1998).

The most popular general scale for measuring brand personality, created to 
be applicable for all brands, is the Brand Personality Scale (BPS) developed by 
Jennifer Aaker (1997). Originally, BPS is based on Big Five human personality 
structure, consisting of 42 items that measure five dimensions: Sincerity, 
Excitement, Competence, Sophistication, and Ruggedness. Although, it was 
created to be a universal scale for brand personality, in case of travel destinations, 
as specific brands, this scale in its original form, is not fully applicable. There 
are two main reasons to explain this: 1) BPS is mainly used to measure brand 
personality of tangible products, while travel destinations offer both tangible 
goods and intangible services (Xie & Lee, 2013) and 2) the items of BPS are 
inadequate to describe a travel destination. The previous studies of destination 
personality suggest that there is a problem in determining the exact number 
of dimensions and exact items which should be used in describing destination 
personality (e.g., Ekinci & Hosany, 2006; Kim & Lehto, 2013; Chon & Psau, 
2013; Papadimitrou et al., 2014; Jovanović, 2014). The cause of this problem 
could lie in the fact that researchers are mostly using modified or shortened 
BPS which makes it difficult to compare the results (see Usakli & Baloglu, 2011 
and Table 1). The main reason for applying shortened and/or modified BPS 
could be the fact that not all items in the original BPS are applicable to travel 
destinations, as travel destinations do not have the same basic characteristics as 
other products and service brands used for trait generation in the original scale. 
Also, some authors developed their own scales or used different methodologies 
(projective techniques or interviews) for measuring destination personality, 
which resulted in different personality dimensions and different scales which 
are not comparable. Some authors used the original BPS, but the original factor 
structure in most cases was not confirmed (e.g., Kim & Lehto, 2013; Jovanović, 
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2014). We believe that the reason for this may not be inadequate dimensions 
of destination personality, but inadequate items that represent these dimensions. 
This indicates that further research is required to determine specific traits of 
destination personality and to test the applicability of original BPS five-factor 
solutions to travel destinations, in the case when items are adapted to describe 
a travel destination as a specific brand. The main assumption of this research is 
that the original model of Aaker (1997) with five dimensions is applicable to 
travel destination personality, but BPS items are inadequate for measuring it. 
Authors who used BPS and found it useful for measuring destination personality 
concluded that it may not fully represent the destination personality (Chon & 
Psau, 2013; Papadimitrou et al., 2014; Kim & Lehto, 2013; Xie & Lee, 2013). 
For the same reasons, several authors (Chen & Phou, 2013; Kim & Lehto, 2013; 
Hultman et al., 2015) suggested the development of a more valid, reliable and 
generalizable destination personality scale for the use in tourism research and 
this study intends to address this issue. Thus, the main aim of this research was 
to develop a new destination personality scale which measures five dimensions 
from the original BPS model, but with items suitable for the description of 
destination personality. In order to achieve this, three studies on different study 
samples have been conducted – preliminary study 1 (item generation), study 
2 (exploratory factor analysis) and study 3 (confirmatory factor analysis). The 
new scale is thus supposed to overcome the main issues and questions that have 
arisen with the use of Aaker’s (1997) BPS: 1) whether all five dimensions of this 
scale can be applied to a travel destination as a specific brand and 2) whether the 
items of this scale are indeed related to the personality of the destination.

Thus, it is assumed that the scale we developed based on Aaker’s model 
should be a better measure of travel destination personality and that the selected 
items are related to personality traits which are easily attributed to a travel 
destination.

Literature Review

Measuring Brand Personality
Brand personality is mainly measured using idiographic or general 

scales (Helgeson & Supphellen, 2004). Idiographic scales are qualitative and 
are generally implemented first, to determine which personality traits can be 
attributed to the selected brand. Therefore, they contain only those features that 
are relevant for a given brand. General scales are quantitative and can be used for 
measurement of all types of brands, as the already mentioned BPS (Aaker, 1997). 
Originally, BPS consists of 42 items that measure five dimensions: Sincerity 
(e.g., honest, real), Excitement (daring, cool), Competence (reliable, corporate), 
Sophistication (glamorous, charming), and Ruggedness (masculine, outdoorsy). 
Three dimensions – Sincerity, Excitement, and Competence are associated with 
the personality dimensions of the Big Five model – Agreeableness, Extraversion, 
and Conscientiousness. Sophistication and Ruggedness are different from any 
personality traits and are considered specific personality characteristic of a brand.
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Measuring Travel Destination Personality
Although BPS should represent the general/universal measure of brand 

personality, not limited to the specific type of brand, many studies indicated that 
BPS is not appropriate for measuring various types of brands and that it must 
be adjusted and modified (Austin et al., 2003; Venable, Rose, Bush, & Gilbert, 
2005; Herbst & Merz, 2011; Usakli & Baloglu, 2011; Matzler et al., 2016). 
BPS has also found its application in the tourism field and various authors have 
encountered the same problem with its generalizability. For example, Ekinci and 
Hosany (2006) were the first who applied BPS to measure destination personality. 
Specifically, they tested the original 42-item BPS scale, but finally applied the 
reduced scale of 27 items, as these 27 items were chosen by 70% of the pretest 
respondents to describe travel destinations (the reduction was made in order to 
achieve content validity). Instead of five original dimensions, Ekinci and Hosany 
(2006) extracted three dimensions: Sincerity, Excitement, and Conviviality 
(as a new dimension and specific to destinations), with the total of 12 items 
retained. In their next studies, the three-factor solution was confirmed (Hosany 
et al., 2006; Ekinci et al., 2007). After that, many authors (Murphy, Moscardo, & 
Benckendorff, 2007; Pit et al., 2007; Sahin & Baloglu, 2009; Usakli & Baloglu, 
2011) applied BPS to various travel destinations and obtained a different number 
of dimensions with quite a different factor structure. Only two studies (Pit et al., 
2007; Sahin & Baloglu, 2009) confirmed that the original five-factor structure of 
BPS can be applied to travel destinations, but with a different number of items. 
The summary of studies that explore destination personality structure published 
in 2009 or before is shown in Usakli and Baloglu (2011), while in Table 1, newer 
findings are presented covering the period from 2011 to 2018.

Table 1
Destination personality studies and their similarity to the original Brand Personality Scale

Selected references Method Dimensions
The similarity to 

original BPS model 
Aaker’s (1997)

Usakli & Baloglu 
(2011)

Modified BPS – initially 
selected 23 items and added 
generated 6 items, after 
EFA 24 items

Vibrancy,
Sophistication, Competence, 
Contemporary, Sincerity

Sophistication, 
Competence, 
Sincerity

Chen & Phou 
(2013)

BPS – initially selected 37 
items,
after EFA 18 items 

Excitement, Sincerity, 
Sophistication, Ruggedness, 
Contemporary

only Competence 
was not extracted

Kim & Lehto 
(2013)

BPS – initially 42 items, 
after EFA 39 items 

Excitement, Sincerity, 
Sophistication, Ruggedness, 
Uniqueness, Family 
orientation

only Competence 
was not extracted 

Xie & Lee (2013) BPS – initially 20 items, 
after CFA 13 items

Excitement, Sophistication,
Ruggedness, Competence

only Sincerity was 
not extracted

Jovanović (2014) BPS – initially used 42, 
after CFA 17 items were 
retained

Sincerity, Excitement, 
Sophistication, Competence

only Ruggedness 
was not extracted
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Selected references Method Dimensions
The similarity to 

original BPS model 
Aaker’s (1997)

Papadimitrou et al. 
(2014)

The destination personality 
scales
tested by Hosany, Ekinci, 
and Uysal (2006), Lee and 
Xie
(2011), and Usakli and 
Baloglu (2011) were used 
as the basis
for this study. The final 
destination personality scale 
of 16 items was used.

Excitement, Sincerity Excitement, 
Sincerity

Gomez Aguilar et 
al. (2014)

BPS – 26 items Excitement, Sincerity,
Sophistication, Ruggedness, 
Competence

all dimensions

Hultman et al. 
(2015)

BPS and Hosany et al. 
(2006), after EFA 26 items

Excitement, Sophistication, 
Ruggedness, Activeness, 
Dependability, Philoxenia

Excitement, 
Sophistication, 
Ruggedness

 Burcio et al. 
(2015)

The 24 items of the 
six-dimensional scale 
of countries personality 
construct by d’Astous & 
Boujbel (2007).

Six dimensions confirmed 
with 21 item retained 
from the original 
scale: Agreeableness, 
Wickedness, Snobbism, 
Assiduousness, Conformity, 
Unobtrusiveness

no similarity

Lam & Dioko 
(2015)

The Ten Item Personality 
Inventory (TIPI) applied to 
a travel destination 

Agreeableness, 
Extraversion, 
Openness, Neuroticism, 
Conscientiousness

no similarity

Matzler et al. 
(2016)

The brand personality scale 
developed by
Geuens et al. (2009).

Responsibility, Activity, 
Aggressiveness, Simplicity, 
Emotionality

no similarity

Liu et al. (2016) Authors created a scale 
of the personality of 
tourism real-estate firms 
and generated items from 
focus group interviews 
and existing literature on 
destination personality

Humanity, Excitement, 
Status enhancement, 
Professionalism, Wellness 
of tourism real estate

Excitement 

Pan et al. (2017) Authors developed 18-item 
destination personality 
scale utilizing a sample of 
mainland Chinese travelers

Competence, Sacredness, 
Vibrancy, Femininity, and 
Excitement

Excitement, 
Competence

Kumar and Nayak 
(2018)

Authors developed a 23-
item scale for measuring 
destination personality of 
India. Item generation from 
previous literature and in-
depth interviews were used

Courteousness, Vibrancy, 
Creativity, Conformity, 
Viciousness, Tranquility

no similarity
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As presented in Table 1 and in the overview of previous research shown in 
Usakli & Baloglu (2011), some of the studies used reduced BPS, some extracted 
different dimensions, but by analyzing all of the available studies, it seems that 
BPS cannot be applied to travel destinations in its original form. The analysis of 
mentioned studies shows that Sincerity and Excitement are dimensions which 
were most frequently extracted, while Ruggedness was excluded from most of 
the previous studies.

The review of the available literature indicates that there are two main 
issues which should be considered regarding the application of this scale to 
travel destinations. The first issue is whether this scale can be applied to travel 
destinations as a specific type of brand. In line with that, some authors (Austin 
et al., 2003; Venable et al., 2005; Herbst & Merz, 2011; Usakli & Baloglu, 2011; 
Matzler et al., 2016) argue that BPS is not generalizable when applied to specific 
brand categories, which is also the case with travel destinations. Authors also 
consider that not all brands can be described with the same personality traits, due to 
their specific nature and representation in the consumers’ mind. Travel destinations 
could be considered a product, but they are a very complex one as they contain 
both tangible elements (i.e., buildings, beaches, flora, and fauna) and intangible 
ones (i.e., service, hospitality) (Smith, 1994). Therefore, they obviously cannot be 
described with the same personality traits used for typical consumer brands. For 
example, in the case of Levis’ jeans the perception of ruggedness could refer to the 
product structure and its physical characteristics, thus being described with traits 
such as tough, rugged etc., while in the case of travel destination it could refer to 
how open that destination is for tourists, how resistant it is to tourism degradation 
and how (un)touched it is. So, in the case of a travel destination as a specific brand, 
this dimension could be described with completely different items – mysterious, 
free, strong, etc. This means that, although brand personality dimensions isolated 
by Aaker (1997) could be applied to different types of brands, items describing 
these dimensions should be adapted to the specific type of brand in order to give 
personality dimension the meaningful context. Using the original items to describe 
travel destinations as a specific brand might be the reason why, in the majority 
of previous studies, the original BPS scale was significantly reduced in terms of 
both the number of items and dimensions. Thus, unlike previous papers that used 
new items and isolated new dimensions that better describe travel destination i.e., 
conviviality (Hosany et al., 2006), tranquility (Kumar & Nayak, 2018), vibrancy 
(Usakli & Baloglu, 2011), and so on, we assume that the original five dimensions 
defined by Aaker (1997) could be confirmed in the context of travel destinations. 
In order to achieve this, items of each dimension should be adapted to describe 
travel destinations. We believe that the original dimensions of brand personality are 
adequate, comprehensive and meaningful enough to describe this concept. However, 
specific items should be generated. In light of this, this study aims to develop such 
a destination personality scale, with items suitable for travel destinations.

The second issue is whether the items of this scale are indeed related 
to the personality of the brand, in this case, a travel destination. For example, 
Azoulay and Kapferer (2003) explored whether this scale actually measures the 
personality of the brand, and concluded that BPS measures dimensions of brand 
identity (intellectual abilities, gender, and social class) with a personality only 
as one of its segments. This study states that BPS measures the personification 



Sanja Kovačić, Tamara Jovanović, and Bojana M. Dinić 71

PSIHOLOGIJA, 2020, Vol. 53(1), 65–85

of the brand, rather than brand personality. For example, items such as western 
or outdoorsy are not describing the personality of the brand, and in that context, 
authors consider that the new scale should avoid the generation of such items. 
This was controlled in Study 1 which included the generation of items – 
destination personality traits and excluded items that do not describe personality.

Besides these main issues, there is one more which includes the applicability 
of BPS items in specific cultures. For example, Jovanović (2014) and Jovanović et 
al. (2017) concluded that some of the brand personality items change their meaning 
when translated into Serbian. For example, item western was originally part of the 
dimension Ruggedness (Aaker, 1997), but when translated into Serbian, this item 
obtains a different connotation and is more adequate to describe the Competence 
dimension. In Eastern European countries western is seen as something progressive 
and well developed. Also, in the study of Jovanović (2014), items masculine and 
feminine are part of the same dimension – Sophistication, while in the original 
model of Aaker (BPS, 1997), masculine was part of the Ruggedness dimension 
and feminine was part of Sophistication. Jovanović (2014) argues that in more 
liberal societies there are fewer differences between a man and a woman, so these 
terms might not have significantly different meanings. This means that masculine 
does not have to be associated with raw, resilient, while feminine does not have 
to be associated with sophisticated and glamorous. Chon and Psau (2013) also 
excluded feminine and western as problematic items that are not descriptive 
enough of the extracted dimensions. This indicates that there should be caution 
in the use of these terms as they can have different meanings in different cultures 
and thus should be avoided. All these results indicate the cultural sensitivity of 
certain aspects of the brand personality. Therefore, it is especially important to 
create a destination personality scale that will be culturally invariant, as tourists 
who evaluate the destination personality are often international and coming from 
different cultures. Special attention was given to this issue during the creation of a 
new scale as such culture-specific items were avoided.

The Present Study
The aim of this research is to develop the Destination Personality Scale 

(DPS) based on the original five dimensions of the Aaker’s (1997) model of 
brand personality, but with items more applicable to travel destinations. The 
development of DPS includes three studies. The aim of the first preliminary study 
was to generate items for DPS, the aim of the second study was to explore the 
factor structure of the DPS, and the aim of the third study was to further validate 
the final version of DPS by determining its construct and criterion validity, as 
well as the reliability. To examine construct validity, factor structure was tested, as 
well as convergent and discriminant validity. Convergent validity, which explains 
how well observed variables posited to a latent construct converge or share a high 
proportion of variance was examined by calculating the score of average variance 
extracted (AVE, see Fornell & Larcker, 1981) for each DPS dimension. AVE can 
be obtained as a sum of squared loadings divided by the number of items, thus 
it measures the level of variance captured by a dimension versus the level due 
to measurement error. Furthermore, correlations with similar constructs, e.g., 
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with cognitive and affective image were calculated. Hosany and colleagues have 
found that affective destination image is interrelated with sub-scales (sincerity, 
excitement, and conviviality) of destination personality (Hosany et al., 2006; 
Hosany, Ekinci, & Uysal, 2007), while Chen and Phou (2013), Xie and Lee (2013) 
and Ekinci, Sirakaya-Turk, and Baloglu (2007) confirmed the relationship between 
the cognitive image and destination personality. Discriminant validity provides 
evidence that each construct can capture its own unique information not obtained 
from other constructs in the model and where each observed variable is posited to 
only one construct. It was examined by comparing squared correlations between 
each pair of dimensions with AVE scores (Kline, 2011). Discriminant validity was 
confirmed if squared correlations were lower than AVE scores. Criterion validity 
was tested by examining the relationship of destination personality with tourists’ 
satisfaction with the destination that they have visited, since previous studies 
showed that destination personality positively affects tourist satisfaction with the 
visited destination (Chen & Phou, 2013; Hultman et al., 2015).

Study 1: Destination Personality Item Generation

Participants and Procedure
Participants were 170 (57% female) students of tourism and hospitality from 

the University of Novi Sad who have traveling experience (Mage = 22.34, SDage = 
8.76). This sample was only used for the purposes of Study 1. The participants were 
approached at the Faculty of Sciences, Department of Geography, Tourism and 
Hotel Management in January, 2015. They were introduced with the purpose of the 
study and that their participation is anonymous and voluntary. Eliminatory question 
for participation in the study was whether they have travelled in the last two years.

Instrument
Study 1 was conducted in order to generate items for DPS. Participants 

were asked to write 3 to 5 adjectives for each dimension of the Brand Personality 
Scale (Sincerity, Excitement, Competence, Sophistication, and Ruggedness), 
that, according to their opinion, best describe the personality of destinations in 
general, not referring to any particular destination. The authors provided the 
example for each dimension to clarify their meaning in the context of tourist 
destination (Sincerity – a destination that does not deceive tourists and information 
about it are true, Excitement – a destination that offers exciting activities and 
experience, Competence – destination which is competent to provide any type 
of service, Sophistication – a destination that offers a sophisticated experience, 
and Ruggedness – destination that has yet to be shaped, that is still unspoiled).

Results: Generation of the Item Pool
After adjectives for each dimension were generated, synonymous items 

were merged and this resulted in a total of 551 adjectives (Sincerity = 126, 
Excitement = 91, Competency = 132, Sophistication = 113, and Ruggedness 
= 89 adjectives). Thereafter, 15 adjectives with the highest frequencies (over 
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10) were selected for each dimension resulting in a total of 75 adjectives which 
represent the initial pool of items for the preliminary version of DPS.

Study 2: Principal Component Analysis of the DPS

Participants and Procedure
Participants were 180 (60% female) students of tourism and hospitality 

from the University of Novi Sad (Mage = 21.81, SDage = 7.89). The procedure was 
the same as in the Study 1, and the research was conducted during March, 2015.

Instrument
Since Study 1 was focused on item generation, the first real use of the 

DPS was in Study 2. In order to determine the factor structure of the DPS 
principal component analysis was conducted. DPS is comprised of 75 adjectives 
generated in Study 1 that describe personality attributes of travel destinations. 
Participants were asked to imagine the last travel destination they have visited 
and to rate how much each adjective describes that destination. The ratings were 
done on a Likert scale from 0 = not clear, 1 = does not describes, to 5 = totally 
describes. Option not clear was given to provide an answer if participants think 
that adjective is not appropriate or not clear for describing travel destination.

Data Analysis
The principal component analysis has been applied in order to explore 

structure of destination personality. The decision about the number of components 
was based on parallel analysis (O’Connor, 2000). Promax rotation was applied 
because that we expected the extracted components to be correlated (Jovanović et 
al., 2017). Before conducting the analysis, 19 out of 75 adjectives were excluded 
from the instrument because they had more than 5% of “not clear” answers (brave, 
subtle, confident, hardworking, raw, consistent, caring, resourceful, courageous, 
sophisticated, cuddly, fair, sincere, capable, loyal, determined, competent, meek, 
direct). The 5% cut off point was applied because it is a standard margin of error 
used in quantitative research (Reid, 2013). Higher percentage of “not clear” 
answers could indicate invalid (erroneous) items for describing given destination 
personality dimension. After this, a total of 56 adjectives were retained.

Results
Representativeness was good (KMO = .85) and Bartlett’s sphericity test was 

significant (χ2(1540) = 7041.82, p < .001), which confirmed that data are suitable 
for the analysis. Based on results of parallel analysis, five dimensions were 
extracted. From a total of 56 adjectives, 8 adjectives with loadings lower than .40 
were excluded (real, predictable, natural, peaceful, quiet, inflexible, modest, and 
unspoiled) and after that, 48 adjectives remained. The parallel analysis confirmed 
the five-component solution and components were interpreted as Excitement, 
Sincerity, Competence, Ruggedness, and Sophistication, in accordance with 
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the original BPS model. In order to shorten the scale, seven adjectives that 
had the highest loading were selected for each dimension. As a result, another 
13 adjectives were excluded from the study (competitive, innovative, relaxed, 
romantic, charismatic, discreet, interesting, exciting, unique, passionate, proud, 
curious, and joyful). Finally, 35 adjectives were retained (see Table 2). Correlations 
between components were significant and positive and ranged from .12 (between 
Ruggedness and Excitement) to .57 (between Sincerity and Excitement).

Table 2
An excerpt from the pattern matrix of the Destination Personality Scale (N = 180)

 Excitement Sincerity Competence Ruggedness Sophistication
Energetic .85
Funny .85
Lively .82
Dynamic .78
Cool .75
Imaginative .73
Adventurous .73
Friendly .83
Benevolent .77
Sentimental .74
Open .73
Pleasant .73
Convivial .73
Kind .57
Reliable .68
Responsible .68
Dedicated .59
Serious .59
Organized .54
Attentive .49
Tolerant .36
Secretive .71
Mysterious .70
Spontaneous .67
Free .59
Uncontrollable .56
Resistant .41
Strong .40
Classy .88
Refined .86
Smooth .76
Balanced .59
Gentle .43
Charming .37
Dignified .37

Note. Loadings lower than .30 were omitted.
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Study 3: Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
and Further Validation of the DPS

Participants and Procedure
Participants were 502 (63.3% female) tourists (Mage = 27.22, SDage = 9.91, 

range 18–75) from Serbia, who has visited some of the Roman archeological 
sites in Serbia on the cultural route “The trail of Roman Emperors” in the last 
five years. Half of the participants have secondary school education, and the 
other half has a university degree (college, bachelor or higher).

The study was conducted during the peak season for visiting chosen 
Roman sites (from April to September 2015). The data collection was conducted 
by combining a paper and pencil survey and an online survey in order to obtain 
a larger sample but also in order to include respondents who have visited 
sites on the route for which an on-site survey was not possible (Mediana was 
closed at that moment, while there are no organized tours at Roman sites in 
the Đerdap gorge). A majority of participants (338) completed the instrument 
on sites of the mentioned route in Serbia (Romuliana, Mediana, Viminacium, 
Sirmium, Singudunum, Justiniana Prima). They were approached with the help 
of travel guides working at the sites and site managers who provided visitors 
with the questionnaire after they finished their visit. Participation in the survey 
was voluntary and anonymous. The rest of respondents (164 participants) filled 
out the online survey (google doc). The instrument has been distributed on 
official Facebook pages of the sites as well as on authors’ Facebook profiles. 
Respondents were also asked to send the survey to other persons who have 
visited some of the sites in the previous five years. Thus, the snowball technique 
was applied in order to collect the study sample.

Instrument
Participants were asked to imagine the Roman site on the culture route in 

Serbia which they have visited in the last five years. After that, they were asked 
to rate how much each of the selected DPS adjectives describes the sites on the 
route they have visited on a 5-point Likert scale (from 1 = it does not describe it 
at all to 5 = totally describes). In addition, two more scales were applied. The first 
one measures the cognitive image, (Gallarza, Gil, & Calderon, 2002; Echtner & 
Ritchie, 1993). This scale was adjusted to describe the cultural route as a tourism 
destination (with the help of experts, professors of tourism and employees at 
the sites on the cultural route). As a result, a scale used in the study contains 32 
items, which were assessed by the participants at the five-point Likert scale (1 
= I totally disagree, 5 = I totally agree). The second is Russell’s (Rusell, 1980) 
scale of bipolar pairs were used to measure an affective image. For the purpose 
of this study, five bipolar pairs were used, which were evaluated using five-point 
semantic-differential scales (from –2 to 2): exciting-depressing, interesting-boring, 
pleasant-unpleasant, useful-harmful, favored-unfavorable. Finally, the visitors’ 
satisfaction was measured on a five-point Likert scale (1 = I’m not satisfied at 
all, 2 = I’m not satisfied, 3 = I am indifferent, 4 = I’m very satisfied, 5 = I’m 
completely satisfied). The instrument was adapted to the Serbian language.



DEV ELOPMENT AND VALIDATION OF A NEW MEASURE 
OF TRAVEL DESTINATION PERSONALITY76

PSIHOLOGIJA, 2020, Vol. 53(1), 65–85

Data Analysis
In order to validate the DPS structure from Study 2, confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA) was conducted. Given that the value of multivariate kurtosis 
was over 7, the robust method was used (Bentler, 2006). To determine the fit 
of the model, the following indicators were used: Sattora–Bentler χ² (S-Bχ²), 
which should not be statistically significant and ratio χ2/df, which should be less 
than 2 (Hoelter, 1983), or less than 3 (Kline, 2015); the square root of the mean 
squared errors of approximation (RMSEA) and standardized square root of the 
average of the square residuals (SRMR) which should be less than .08; Bentler 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), which should be higher than .90 for adequate 
model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). CFA was conducted in EQS 6.1 software. The 
convergent validity of each dimension was examined in two ways. Firstly, it was 
examined by calculating the score of the average variance extracted (AVE, see 
Fornell & Larcker, 1981). A substantial convergent validity is achieved when 
all item-to-factor loadings are significant and the AVE score is higher than .50 
within each dimension, but AVE higher than .40 is still acceptable if composite 
reliability (CR) is higher than .60 (Huang, Wang, Wu, & Wang, 2013; Fornell 
& Larcker, 1981). Discriminant validity was examined by comparing squared 
correlations between each pair of dimensions with AVE scores (Kline, 2011). If 
the squared correlations based on total scores are lower that AVE, discriminant 
validity was confirmed (Fornell-Larcker, 1981; Zaiţ & Bertea, 2011).

For further construct validation, correlations with cognitive and affective 
images of tourist destination were calculated, and for exploring the criterion 
validity, prediction of tourists’ satisfaction with the destination based on DPS 
dimensions was tested.

Results
Results of CFA showed that the first model with correlated factors (Model 

1, see Table 3) did not show satisfactory fit indices, so it was necessary to make 
certain changes. Firstly, the Lagrange Multiplier Index (LM) indicated that the 
items cool, sociable and kind should have loadings on three dimensions and thus 
they were eliminated from the model in order to avoid cross-loadings (Model 
2). In a further improvement of the model fit, all items that did not have a 
loading above .30 (items imaginative, adventurous, tolerant, strong, mysterious, 
signified, and sophisticated) were removed (Model 3). This resulted in good fit 
indices (Table 3) and factor loadings (Figure 1). Thus, the final model consisted 
of 24 items distributed into five dimensions.

Table 3
Model fit indices of the Destination Personality Scale (N = 502)

Model S–Bχ2 df χ2/df RMSEA [90% CI] SRMR CFI
1 1507.07 453 3.33 .081 [.060–.068] .070 .816
2 938.66 313 2.99 .063 [.058–.068] .064 .882
3 660.94 242 2.73 .059 [.053–.064] .071 .908

Note. All values of S-Bχ2 are significant at p < .001.
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All dimensions had AVE higher than .40 and CR higher than .60 (Table 
4) which indicates good convergent validity. Furthermore, correlations with the 
cognitive and affective image were all significant, except for the correlation 
between Sophistication and affective image (Table 5).
Table 4
Descriptives and measurement properties of the Destination Personality Scale (N = 502)

Excitement Sincerity Competence Ruggedness Sophistication
M 3.51 3.81 3.73 3.55 3.59
SD 0.95 0.74 0.71 0.81 0.90
α .87 .86 .82 .82 .84
AVE .63 .55 .42 .49 .57
CR .87 .86 .81 .83 .84

Note. AVE = average variance extracted < CR = composite reliability.

Table 5
Convergent validity of the Destination Personality Scale: Relations with cognitive and 
affective image of the Roman sites on the culture route (N = 502)

Cognitive image Affective image
Excitement .39 .21
Sincerity .43 .21
Competence .44 .20
Ruggedness .38 .18
Sophistication .25 .02

Note. All correlations .18 and higher are significant at p < .001.

The range of squared correlations based on total scores is from .07 to 
.35, which is lower than AVE. Thus, results confirm that DPS dimensions have 
sufficient discriminant validity.

All five dimensions have good Cronbach’s α (≥ .82) considering the 
small number of items (Table 4). Furthermore, mean values for all dimensions 
are relatively close and range from 3.51 to 3.81, which means that there is no 
favoring of any of the dimensions.

Regarding criterion validity, Competence obtained the highest correlation with 
the satisfaction with the destination, compared to the rest of the dimensions (Table 
6). Moreover, prediction of satisfaction was significant (R = .34, R2 = .11, p < . 001) 
with Competence as the main predictor, followed by Excitement (Table 6).5

Table 6
Criterion validity of the Destination Personality Scale: Relations with satisfaction with 
Roman sites (N = 502)

Satisfaction with the Roman sites
r β

Excitement .25*** .12*
Sincerity .19*** -.05
Competence .31*** .25***
Ruggedness .20*** .04
Sophistication .16*** .04

Note. ***p < .001, * p < .05.

5 In order to control their effects, sex, age, and education were entered in the first step of 
hierarchical regression analysis and the same results were obtained. 
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Discussion

The aim of this research was to develop a new measure of the destination 
personality – Destination Personality Scale (DPS), which would be based on the 
original five dimensions of the Aaker’s (1997) model of brand personality, but would 
consist of items more suitable for travel destinations as brands. After the validation 
process, the final version of DPS contains 24 items/adjectives that describe five 
dimensions from the original Aaker’s (1997) model. Although the five original 
dimensions of brand personality have been confirmed, DPS offers new items 
which are solely personality traits, aimed to be devoid of cultural specificities and 
are more appropriate for describing destination personality. This approach differs 
from those of previous studies that either isolated new dimensions using modified 
and shortened BPS scales (e.g., Hosany et al., 2006; Kumar & Nayak, 2018; 
Usakli & Baloglu, 2011), or developed new scales for destination personality (e.g., 
Pan et al., 2017; Kumar & Nayak, 2018) with dimensions and items for specific 
destinations. Thus, one of the main theoretical contributions of this study is that it 
develops and tests a scale designed to measure destination personality based on the 
original five dimensions from Aaker (1997) model, but with items specific to travel 
destination. Thus, proposed DPS also addresses the criticism that Aaker’s BPS may 
not be suitable to study destination personality because some of the dimensions of 
the traditional BPS are not applicable to travel destinations (Kim & Lehto, 2012; 
Murphy, Moscardo et al., 2007; Usakli & Baloglu, 2011). Unlike these studies, the 
current study confirmed that dimensions of BPS are applicable to a travel destination 
when items are adapted to describe the specific nature of the travel destination. But, 
even Aaker (1997) emphasizes that BPS might not be appropriate for measuring 
brand personality in a different cultural context. So, in its original form, BPS is not 
applicable to travel destinations and is sensitive to the culture from which the tourist 
originates (Jovanović 2014; Jovanović et al., 2017). Also, in order to avoid measuring 
brand identity instead of brand personality (Azoulay & Kapferer, 2003), the authors 
were careful to use only the items that are personality traits. A final contribution of 
the study is a 24-item five-dimensional scale with dimensions Excitement, Sincerity, 
Competence, Ruggedness, and Sophistication. DPS dimensions showed good 
construct and predictive validity and reliability.

Even though the original model of brand personality indicated that five 
dimensions are independent and uncorrelated (Aaker’s, 1997), previous results 
showed that these dimensions are related (Jovanović, 2014; Jovanović et al., 
2017; Murphy et al., 2009). In the final DPS model, correlations between 
dimensions are low to moderate, indicating that although some dimensions 
shared similarities, the distinction between them could be made. Furthermore, 
discriminant validity of the dimensions was confirmed by showing that AVE 
scores are higher than squared correlations between dimensions.

Results showed that Sincere destinations could be described as benevolent, 
emotional, open, friendly and convivial, destinations where people feel welcome, 
cared for and safe, where people could take care of their needs and destinations 
where everything is known and without hidden intentions. Travel destinations 
that are perceived as Exciting are seen as energetic, fun, vibrant, dynamic, and 
destinations where there is always something new going on, with a variety of 
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activities and various forms of entertainment. Competent travel destinations are 
perceived as reliable, responsible, dedicated, serious, organized, and attentive. Those 
are travel destinations that take care of their customers, with a focus on their needs 
and wishes, as well as organized destinations that provide high-quality services to 
their customers. Sophisticated travel destinations are perceived as smooth, balanced, 
gentle and charming destination for people with refined taste. Rugged destinations 
are destinations that are mysterious, spontaneous, free, uncontrollable and resistant, 
destinations that are still waiting to be discovered, with interesting stories, as well 
as destinations that are still waiting to emerge on the tourist market.

If we compare items of the original BPS with the new DPS, only 4 items are 
the same – charming, smooth (Sophistication), sentimental (Sincerity) and reliable 
(Competence). We could conclude that DPS manages to represent Aaker’s (1997) 
model but contains items that are more suitable for the description of destination 
personality. For example, BPS included items that are not related to personality 
traits (for example, technical, up-to-date) and are culture-specific (western). 
Major differences are observed in the dimension Ruggedness which is now fully 
modified to describe the personality of a travel destination. In the BPS, Ruggedness 
destination trait is described as rugged, tough, masculine, western, and outdoorsy. 
Ruggedness from BPS was shown to be inadequate in describing the personality 
of a travel destination in a previous study (Jovanović, 2014; Jovanović et al., 2017; 
Papadimitrou et al., 2014; Usakli & Baloglu, 2011). For example, items rugged, 
tough, and western are difficult to associate with a travel destination (Jovanović, 
2014; Jovanović et al., 2017). Moreover, some authors claimed that not a single item 
of the original dimension of Ruggedness can be really regarded as a personality trait 
(Azoulay & Kapferer, 2003) and many previous studies did not extract this factor 
(Usakli & Baloglu, 2011; Jovanović et al., 2017). Ruggedness in this scale has been 
given a different connotation in order to overcome previously mentioned issues.

Practical Contributions
This research proposed a new measure of destination personality – 

Destination Personality Scale (DPS), based on the original five dimensions of the 
Aaker’s (1997) BPS, but consisting of items more suitable for travel destinations as 
brands. Aside from the theoretical contribution, these findings also have practical 
implications, especially for destination marketers. As the items of the scale are 
generated specifically for travel destinations, destination marketers can benefit 
from using this scale for measuring destination personality, which is crucial for 
effective positioning and differentiation on the market. Previous measurement 
scales of destination personality based on BPS may not depict the real nature of 
tourist destinations, so DPS makes it easier to explore specific personality traits 
of a destination that can be used for promotional purposes. Tourism destinations 
could be differentiated and positioned based on these personality characteristics.

Limitations and Future Research
Although this research might have surpassed some limitations of previous 

studies of destination personality, it also has several of its own. First of all, the 
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study was done only on tourists from one country (Serbia), and for the cross-
cultural validation of the scale, future research should include international 
samples. Secondly, the sample for Study 3 consisted of participants who 
evaluated only one type of travel destination (Roman sites in Serbia). Future 
studies should include tourists who would assess different types of destinations, 
e.g., sea, mountain. Stability of destination personality should be examined i.e. 
future research should explore whether the structure of DPS remains the same 
before and after a trip. Also, since there may also be heterogeneity within a 
culture (Zhang, Decosta, & McKercher, 2015), future research should analyze 
socio-demographic variables such as race, ethnicity, education etc., which might 
affect the perception of the destination personality.

Conclusions
The current study developed a new measure of the destination personality 

DPS that contains 24 items generated specifically for travel destinations as 
brands. To achieve this, authors applied a three-study process (items generation, 
scale validation by exploratory factor analysis and further scale validation by 
confirmatory factor analysis) on three different samples. A new scale showed 
satisfactory construct (convergent and discriminant) and predictive validity, as 
well as reliability. DPS contains new personality traits, aimed to describe the 
complex nature of travel destinations. Thus, it confirmed that BPS dimensions can 
be applied to travel destinations when items are generated specifically for travel 
destination personality. A major improvement of the scale has been done in the 
context of the dimension Ruggedness as its structure is now modified to describe 
travel destinations. DPS scale also aims to be independent of cultural specificities 
(by avoiding items which may be specific for certain cultures), however, this 
aspect requires further research and cross-cultural validation of the scale.

References
Aaker, D. A. (1996). Building strong brands. New York: Free Press.
Aaker, J. L. (1997). Dimensions of brand personality. Journal of Marketing Research, 34, 347–56.
Aaker, J. L., & Fournier, S. (1995). A brand as a character, a partner and a person: Three 

perspectives on the question of brand personality. Advances in Consumer Research, 22, 
391–395.

Austin, J. R., Siguaw, J. A., & Mattila, A. S. (2003). A re-examination of the generalzability of the 
Aaker brand personality measurement framework. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 11, 77–92.

Azoulay, A., & Kapferer, J. N. (2003). Do brand personality scales really measure brand 
personality? Journal of Brand Management, 11(2), 143–155.

Barrett, J. L., & Keil, F. C. (1996). Conceptualising a nonnatural entity: Anthropomorphism in 
God concepts. Cognitive Psychology, 31, 219–247.

Bentler, P. M. (2006). EQS 6 structural equations program manual. Encino, CA: Multivariate 
Software, Inc.

Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In K. A. Bollen, & 
J. S. Long (Eds.), Testing structural equation models (pp. 136–162). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Burcio C. M. S., Da Silva R. M. V., & Algueiro, M. F. S. (2015). The influence of country 
personality dimensions on intentions to recommend visiting: The preponderance of 
assiduousness and wickedness. Transnational Marketing Journal, 3(1), 61–80.



DEV ELOPMENT AND VALIDATION OF A NEW MEASURE 
OF TRAVEL DESTINATION PERSONALITY82

PSIHOLOGIJA, 2020, Vol. 53(1), 65–85

Caprara, G. V., Barbaranelli, C., & Guido, G. (2001). Brand personality: How to make the 
metaphor fit? Journal of Economic Psychology, 22(3), 377–395.

Chen C. F., & Psou, S. (2013). A closer look at destination: Image, personality, relationship 
and loyalty. Tourism Management, 36, 269–278.

Gallarza, M. G., Gil, I., & Caldero´n, H. (2002). Destination image: Towards a conceptual 
framework. Annals of Tourism Research, 29(1), 56–78.

Geuens, M., Weijters, B., & De Wulf, K. (2009). A new measure of brand personality. 
International Journal of Research in Marketing, 26(2), 97–107.

Gnoth, J. (1997). Tourism motivation and expectation formation. Annals of Tourism Research, 
24(2), 283–304.

Gómez Aguilar, A., Yagüe Guillén, M. J., & Villaseñor Roman, N. (2014). Destination brand 
personality: An application to Spanish tourism. Journal of Tourism Research, 18(3), 210–219.

Gosling, S. D., Rentfrow, P. J., & Swann, W. B. (2003). A very brief measure of the Big-Five 
personality domains. Journal of Research in Personality, 37, 504–528.

Guthrie, S. E. (1997). Anthropomorphism: A definition and a theory. In R. W. Mitchell, N. S. 
Thompson, & H. L. Miles (Eds.), Anthropomorphism, anecdotes and animals (pp. 50–58). 
Albany: State University of New York Press.

D’Astous, A., & Boujbel, L. (2007). Positioning countries on personality dimensions: Scale 
development and implications for country marketing. Journal of Business Research, 
60(3), 231–239.

Ekinci, Y., & Hosany, S. (2006). Destination personality: An application of brand personality 
to tourism sestinations. Journal of Travel Research, 45(2), 127–139.

Ekinci, Y., Sirakaya-Turk, E., & Baloglu, S. (2007). Host image and destination personality. 
Tourism Analysis, 12, 433–446.

Echtner, C. M., & Ritchie, J. B. (1993). The measurement of destination image: An empirical 
assessment. Journal of Travel Research, 31(4), 3–13.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable 
variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39–50.

Herbst, U., & Merz, M. (2011). The industrial brand personality scale: Building strong 
business-to-business brands. Industrial Marketing Management, 40(7), 1072–1081.

Helgeson, J. G., & Supphellen, M. (2004). A conceptual and measurement comparison of 
self-congruity and brand personality: The impact of socially desirable responding. 
International Journal of Market Research, 46(2), 205–233.

Hoelter, J. W. (1983). The analysis of covariance structures goodness-of-fit indices. 
Sociological Methods Research, 11(3), 325–344.

Hosany, S., Ekinci, Y., & Uysal, M. (2006). Destination image and destination personality: An 
application of branding theories to tourism places. Journal of Business Research, 59(5), 
638–642.

Hosany, S., Ekinci, Y., & Uysal, M. (2007). Destination image and destination personality. 
International Journal of Culture, Tourism and Hospitality Research, 1(1), 62–81.

Hu, L., & Bentler P. M., (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indices in covariance structure analysis: 
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modelling, 6(1), 1–55.

Hultman M., Skarmeas D., Oghazi P., & Beheshti H. M. (2015). Achieving tourist loyalty 
through destination personality, satisfaction, and identification. Journal of Business 
Research, 68(11), 2227–2231.

Jovanović T. (2014). Značaj individualnih vrednosti i personifikacije destinacije za izbor mesta 
i sadržaja odmora [The importance of individual values and destination personification 
for the choice of travel location and facilities]. Unpublished PhD thesis. Faculty of 
Philosophy, University of Novi Sad.

Jovanović T., Božić S., Dinić B., & Majstorović N. (2017). Serbian adaptation of the Brand 
Personality Scale (BPS): An application to tourism destinations. Primenjena Psihologija, 
10(1), 37–61.



Sanja Kovačić, Tamara Jovanović, and Bojana M. Dinić 83

PSIHOLOGIJA, 2020, Vol. 53(1), 65–85

Kim, H. S. (2000). Examination of brand personality and brand attitude within the apparel 
product category. Journal of Fashion Marketing and Management, 4(3), 243–252.

Kim, S., & Lehto, X. Y. (2013). Projected and perceived destination brand personalities: The 
case of South Korea. Journal of Travel Research, 52, 117–130.

Kline, R. B. (2015). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. New York: 
Guilford Press.

Kumar, V., & Nayak, J. K. (2018). Destination personality: Scale development and validation. 
Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 42(1), 3–25.

Lam, V. I. K., & Dioko, L. A. N. (2015). Achieving consistency in destination personalities: A 
Tripartite Personality Congruity Theory focused on industry professionals. In A. Correia, 
J. Gnoth, M. Kozak, & A. Fyall (Eds.), Marketing places and spaces (Advances in culture, 
tourism and hospitality research, volume 10) (pp. 173–191). Bingley: Emerald Group 
Publishing Limited.

Li, X. (2009). An examination of effects of self-concept, destination personality, and SC-
DP congruence on tourist behavior. Unpublished PhD thesis. Faculty of the Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute and State University.

Liua, Z., Huang S., Hallak R., & Liang, M. (2016). Chinese consumers’ brand personality 
perceptions of tourism realestate firms. Tourism Management, 52, 310–326.

Martineau, P. (1958). The personality of the retail store. Harvard Business Review, 36(1), 47–55.
Marphy P., Prichard, M. P., & Smith, B. (2000). The destination product and its impact on 

traveller perceptions. Tourism Management, 21(1), 43–52.
Matzler, K., Strobl, A., Stokburger-Sauer, N., Bobovnicky, A., & Bauer, F. (2016). Brand 

personality and culture: The role of cultural differences on the impact of brand personality 
perceptions on tourists’ visit intentions. Tourism Management, 52, 507–520.

Milas, G., & Mlačić, B. (2007). Brand personality and human personality: Findings from 
ratings of familiar Croatian brands. Journal of Business Research, 60(6), 620–626.

Murphy, L., Benckendorff, P., & Moscardo, G. (2007). Destination brand personality: Visitor 
perceptions of a regional tourism destination. Tourism Analysis, 12(5–6), 419–432.

Murphy, L., Moscardo, G., & Benckendorff, P. (2007). Using brand personality to differentiate 
regional tourism destinations. Journal of Travel Research, 46(1), 5–14.

Murphy L., Moscardo G., & Benckendorff P. (2009). Linking travel motivation, tourist self-image 
and destination brand personality. Journal of Travel and Tourism Marketing, 22(2), 45–59

O’Connor, B. P. (2000). SPSS and SAS programs for determining the number of 
components using parallel analysis and Velicer’s MAP test. Behavior Research Methods, 
Instrumentation, and Computers, 32,  396–402.

Pan, L., Zhang, M., Gursoy, D., & Lu, L. (2017). Development and validation of a destination 
personality scale for mainland Chinese travelers. Tourism Management, 59, 338–348.

Papadimitriou D., Apostolopoulou, A., & Kaplanidou, K. (2014). Destination personality, 
affective image, and behavioral intentions in domestic urban tourism. Journal of Travel 
Research, 20(10), 1–14.

Pitt, L. F., Opoku, R., Hultman, M., Abratt, R., & Spyropoulou, S. (2007). What I say about 
myself: Communication of brand personality by African countries. Tourism Management, 
28(3), 835–844.

Prayag, G. (2007). Exploring the relationship between destination image and brand personality 
of a tourist destination: An application of projective techniques. Journal of Travel and 
Tourism Research, 7(2), 111–130.

Reid, H. M. (2013). Introduction to statistics: Fundamental concepts and procedures of data 
analysis. Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications

Russel, J. A. (1980). A circumplex model of affect. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 39(6), 1161–1178.

Sahin, S., & Baloglu, S. (2009). Brand personality and destination image of Istanbul: A 
comparison across nationalities. Paper presented at the 14th Annual Graduate Student 
Research Conference in Hospitality and Tourism, Las Vegas, NV.



DEV ELOPMENT AND VALIDATION OF A NEW MEASURE 
OF TRAVEL DESTINATION PERSONALITY84

PSIHOLOGIJA, 2020, Vol. 53(1), 65–85

Sirgy, M. J. (1985). Self-image/product-image congruity and consumer decision-making. 
International Journal of Management, 2(4), 49–63.

Smith, S. L. (1994). The tourism product. Annals of Tourism Research, 21(3), 582–595.
Solomon, S. R. (1999). Consumer Behaviour (4th ed). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Venable B.T., Rose G.M., Bush V.D., & Gilbert F.W. (2005). The role of brand personality 

in charitable giving: An assessment and validation. Journal of the Academy of Marketing 
Science, 33(3), 295–312.

Usakli, A., & Baloglu, S. (2011). Brand personality of tourist destinations: An application of 
self-congruity theory. Tourist Management, 32(1), 114–127.

Tasci, A. D. A., & Kozak, M. (2006). Destination brands vs destination images: Do we know 
what we mean? Journal of Vacation Marketing, 12(4), 299–317.

Xie, K. L., & Lee, J. (2013). Toward the perspective of cognitive destination image and 
destination personality: The case of Beijing. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 30, 
538–556.

Zaiţ, A., & Bertea, P. S. P. E. (2011). Methods for testing discriminant validity. Management 
& Marketing Journal, 9(2), 217–224.

Zhang, C. X., Decosta, P. L. E., & McKercher, B. (2015). Politics and tourism promotion: 
Hong Kong’s myth making. Annals of Tourism Research, 54, 156–171.

Konstrukcija i validacija nove mere 
ličnosti odredišta putovanja
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Osnovni cilj ovog istraživanja je bio da se konstruiše nova skala za merenje ličnosti odredišta 
putovanja – Skala ličnosti odredišta putovanja (eng. Destination Personality Scale – DPS). 
Pretpostavljeno je da će DPS potvrditi primenljivost petofaktorske strukture originalne 
Ejkerove Skale ličnosti brenda (eng. Brand Personality Scale – BPS; Aaker, 1997) kada se 
odaberu odgovarajući pridevi za opisivanje ličnosti odredišta putovanja. Rezultati su potvrdili 
petofaktorsku strukturu DPS sa dimenzijama Uzbuđenje, Iskrenost, Kompetentnost, Sirovost 
i Prefinjenost. Konačna verzija DPS sastoji se od 24 stavke, a dimenzije su pokazale dobru 
konstruktnu (konvergentnu i diskriminativnu) i kriterijumsku validnost, kao i pouzdanost.
Ključne reči: Skala ličnosti odredišta putovanja, Skala ličnosti brenda, brendiranje odredišta 

putovanja, marketing turističkih lokacija.
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Appendix 1. Destination Personality Scale

Please, rate on the scale from 1 to 5 to what extent do these personality 
traits describe the destination you visited. 

Doesn’t 
describe it 

at all

Doesn’t 
describe it

 Describes and 
does not describe 

it equally
Describes it Totally 

describes it

Energetic 1 2 3 4 5
Funny 1 2 3 4 5
Lively 1 2 3 4 5
Dynamic 1 2 3 4 5
Benevolent 1 2 3 4 5
Sentimental 1 2 3 4 5
Open 1 2 3 4 5
Pleasant 1 2 3 4 5
Convivial 1 2 3 4 5
Reliable 1 2 3 4 5
Responsible 1 2 3 4 5
Dedicated 1 2 3 4 5
Serious 1 2 3 4 5
Organized 1 2 3 4 5
Attentive 1 2 3 4 5
Mysterious 1 2 3 4 5
Spontaneous 1 2 3 4 5
Free 1 2 3 4 5
Uncontrollable 1 2 3 4 5
Resistant 1 2 3 4 5
Smooth 1 2 3 4 5
Balanced 1 2 3 4 5
Gentle 1 2 3 4 5
Charming 1 2 3 4 5

Dimensions and items:

Excitement: Energetic, Funny, Lively, Dynamic

Sincerity: Benevolent, Sentimental, Open, Pleasant, Convivial

Competence: Reliable, Responsible, Dedicated, Serious, Organized, Attentive

Sophistication: Smooth, Balanced, Gentle, Charming

Ruggedness: Mysterious, Spontaneous, Free, Uncontrollable, Resistant




