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Abstract: Decreasing numbers of tourists to the Czech Republic point at a weakening competitive position of Czech
destinations during the most recent years. For many communities, tourism may be a short-lived economic dream when
understanding of tourists” perceptions and travel motives is lacking. The two objectives pursued in this study are 1) an
identification of the positions of competing destinations and 2) an a-posteriori segmentation with psychographic vari-
ables. Market segmentation becomes the crucial factor in the strategic design process of target marketing. Like many
other markets, tourism markets do not respond homogeneously to marketing activities. Subdividing visitors into useful
groups may provide a basis for competitive advantage. Our study establishes taxonomy of visitors to Southern Moravia.
The study tries to overcome well-known insufficiencies of single segmentation approaches by exploiting the advantage of
the multivariate nature of combined push factors, pull factors, and other factors of more restrictive nature (i.e. time and
money). The segmentation task employs multivariate data analysis techniques such as factor analysis, cluster analysis
and multi-dimensional scaling. Recent research on the European Vacation Style Typology is incorporated.
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destinaci v poslednich letech. Pro mnoho ¢eskych obci mize byt turismus pouze kratkodobym ekonomickym snem, jestlize
chybi pochopeni dojmu turistti a motivace cestovani. Dva cile, které tato studie sledovala, jsou 1) identifikace pozice kon-
kurenénich destinaci a 2) a-posteriori segmentace s psychografickymi proménnymi. Segmentace trhu se stava rozhodujicim
faktorem v procesu strategického navrhu cilového marketingu. Stejné jako mnohé jiné trhy, trh turistiky nereaguje na marke-
tingové aktivity homogennim zptisobem. Rozdé¢leni navstévnik do vhodnych skupin proto mize vytvofit zaklad pro kon-
kuren¢ni vyhodu. Tato studie vytvari taxonomii navstévnikl jizni Moravy. Snazi se prekonat znamé nedostatky jednoduché
segmentace vyuzitim vyhody multivariantniho pfistupu kombinace push-faktort, pull-faktorti a dalsich faktoru restriktiv-
né&jsi povahy (napf. ¢as a penize). Segmentace vyuziva techniky multivariantni analyzy dat, jako je faktorova analyza,
cluster analyza a multidimensionalni §kalovani. Jsou rovnéz zohlednény vysledky nedavného vyzkumu typologie evrop-
ského stylu traveni dovolené.

Kli¢ova slova: cluster analyza, multidimensionalni $kalovani, faktorova analyza, typologie traveni dovolenych

INTRODUCTION

Before the iron curtain was lifted, tourism and travel
policies in the Eastern and Central European nations
were strictly dictated by ideological considerations (see
Kreck 1998 for an overview). Factually, tourism and so-
cialism were contradictory terms (Allcock and Przeclaw-
ski 1990). In the Czech Republic, organizations like the
Czechoslovakian Union of Physical Culture, state indus-
trial enterprises, children camps and trade unions were
sources of the collectivistic domestic tourism (Motka
1962). Holidays in one of the above mentioned facilities
were considered a reward for outstanding job efforts.
While domestic tourism was designed for rejuvenation
of the physical and mental forces, international tourism,
especially from the West, was used to earn hard curren-
cy, although with much suspicion toward Western tour-
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ists. Responsible for international tourism was the nation-
al agency Cedok. It controlled the means of transporta-
tion and acted as an intermediary for state agencies that
looked after foreign tourists. Obtaining entry visa was less
complicated if foreigners purchased a package through
Cedok. Cedok also remained the main state agency for
contracting foreign agencies worldwide (Carter 1991).
Centred around the city of Brno, in the south-eastern
part of the Czech Republic, there lies the region of South-
ern Moravia (S.M.). Due to its warm climate, and its al-
most mediterranean charm with colourful vineyards and
orchards, numerous romantic castles, winding river val-
leys, sharp cliffs, and scenic landscapes, S.M. has always
been an inviting destination for travellers. Once the bor-
ders were re-opened after the Velvet Revolution in 1989,
the number of foreign tourists started a rapid climb
(Czech Bureau of Statistics 2001). Although the World
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Figure 1. Annual number of tourists to Czech Republic and S.

Tourism Organisation estimates still project sizeable
growth rates for the tourism industry in Central and East-
ern Europe (Neidl and Mourek 2000), Czech destinations
nowadays compete for vacationers not only against each
other (e.g. S.M. against Prague, Western Bohemia, Cen-
tral Bohemia or Northern Moravia) but additionally
against international destinations. Evidence for a weak-
ening competitive position of Czech destinations is pro-
vided by stagnating or even slightly decreasing numbers
of tourists to the Czech Republic during the most recent
years (Czech Bureau of Statistics 2001, see Figure 1).

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

Falling behind in the competition for vacationers will
not only cost the Czech economy in terms of income and
jobs but it will consequently retain her citizens from fur-
ther closing up to the Western European standards. Be-
cause of the rural nature and the prominent role of
agriculture in S.M., many rural communities are turning
toward tourism to spur economic growth in light of the
difficulties agriculture is facing in general. Hence, it is of
paramount importance to gain additional knowledge
about actual and potential visitors in order to provide
tourism managers with the best possible guidance. For
many communities, tourism may be a short-lived econom-
ic dream when the understanding of tourists” perceptions
and travel motives is lacking. If tourists” perceptions and
expectations are not fulfilled or exceeded, a positive atti-
tude can soon turn sour. Market segmentation is a cru-
cial factor in the strategic design process of target
marketing. Like many other markets, tourism markets do
not respond homogeneously to marketing activities.
Hence, subdividing visitors into useful groups may pro-
vide a basis for competitive advantage. Our study estab-
lishes a taxonomy of visitors to S.M. The study tries to
overcome well-known insufficiencies of single segmen-
tation approaches detected in explaining tourism behav-
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M. (after Czech Bureau of Statistics 2001)

iour by exploiting the advantage of the multivariate na-
ture of combined push factors, pull factors, and other
factors of more restrictive nature (i.e. time and money).
The segmentation task employs multivariate data analy-
sis techniques such as factor analysis, cluster analysis
and multi-dimensional scaling and proceeds from Zins’
research on European Vacation Style Typology (Zins
1999).

LITERATURE REVIEW: MARKET SEGMENTATION
AND PRODUCT POSITIONING

Strategic marketing planning involves decision-making
in two major areas: product positioning and market seg-
mentation (Calantone and Mazanec 1991). Positioning
refers to the process of establishing and maintaining a
distinctive place in the market for an organisation and/or
its individual offers (Lovelock 1991). Major stages in this
process are illustrated in Figure 2.

When the “product” is a travel destination, tourism
industry decision makers (regional tourist boards, travel
service providers, hotel and hospitality managers, etc.)
first must obtain an insight in the market in order to iden-
tify what product attributes determine the destination
choice and how their product is perceived. Competing
destination’s play a prominent role by providing a frame
of reference required for defining a position (Crompton
1992). Based on a realistic assessment of the destinations
position in the market (strengths, weaknesses, competi-
tors), the decision can be made what market segments to
target and how to design the product.

Positioning decisions are based on the second domain
of strategic marketing planning, the market segmentation
stage. Management may face either of two situations. The
first one is “a priori segmentation”, the second one “a
posteriori segmentation” (see Bagozzi 1986 for general
distinction and Smith 1989 for applications to tourism
research). “A priori segmentation” exists when a criteri-
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Figure 2. Developing a market positioning strategy for travel destinations (modified after Alford 1998)

on variable for dividing a global market into smaller seg-
ments is already known in advance. “A posteriori seg-
mentation” is also known as the factor-cluster
segmentation (Smith 1989). It is when the marketer has
no prior knowledge about homogeneous groups in the
market. In this case it is likely, that different segments
exist (based i.e. on differences in motivational, attitudi-
nal or behavioural factors) but they are largely unknown.

Tourism scholars have long acknowledged the impor-
tance of knowing why people travel, which destinations
they choose, and the factors that play an important role

Push factors
(psychological motives, e.g.
sightseeing, relaxation, value

for money,
education, interaction)

Exogenous factors
(political and social environ-
ment, health threats, natural

Travel destination choice

in the selection of vacation destination (see Figure 3).
They have devoted much literature to the notion of “pull
factors” and “push factors” (e.g. Mak and Moncur 1980;
Kucukkurt 1981; Shih 1986; Davis and Sternquist 1987,
Chun 1989; Um and Crompton 1990). Push (motivational)
factors enable potential tourists to develop attitudes to-
ward travelling in general. They involve cognitive process-
es such as the need for escape, socializing, belonging,
self-esteem, and self-actualisation. Pull factors refer to
man-made attractions, natural attractions, and socio-cul-
tural attractions (Sirakaya, McLellan and Uysal 1996).

Pull factors
(man-made, natural, social-
cultural, and psychical attrac-
tions)

Available time
(amount of travel time,

disasters, terrorism)

Total travel cost
(trip cost, on-site cost)

amount of vacation time)

Figure 3. Factors affecting travel destination choices (after Sirakaya, McLellan and Uysal 1996)
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Table 1. Seasonal distribution of foreign visits to Czech Republic (modified after Czech Bureau of Statistics 2001)

Per cent values based on monthly mean values 1996-2000

Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.

Jul. Aug. Sep. Oct. Nov. Dec.

6.2 6.2 7.3 7.9 9.1 8.7

10.1 11.3 8.2 9.4 7.8 7.8

According to Calanzone and Mazanec (1991), a poste-
riori segmentation very often employs attitudinal or ben-
efit variables for segmentation purposes; that is
aggregation of individuals in a market into groups (seg-
ments) that have similar attitudes or seek similar benefits
when choosing a travel destination. Tourism managers
are likely to be interested in determining 1) which seg-
ments would support a given product category, 2) how
the segments differ in their response to a range of differ-
ent offerings (i.e. destinations), within that category, and
3) how they differ in their expectations. Hence, this kind
of analysis appears to be very helpful. Tourism manag-
ers can use this kind of information in developing most
effective advertising and promotion programs, choosing
appropriate media vehicles, and deciding on required
marketing expenditures and allocations. Since the search
for actionable market segments is one of the key issues
in marketing management in general, a number of psycho-
graphic and benefit segmentation applications to the
tourism industry could be found (e.g. Calantone and Jo-
har 1984, Mazanec 1984, Eagles 1992, Mansfield 1992,
Hsieh, O'Leary and Morrison 1992, Mazanec 1992, Loker
and Perdue 1992, Shoemaker 1994). A more extensive
overview is given by Plog (1994).

METHOD
Data collection and sample characteristics

The entire project is based on an empirical study that
focuses on summer vacations. Aggregated secondary
data identify this season (July and August) as the main

period of leisure visits to the country (Table 1).

Table 2. Sample profile (n = 248)

%

Demographic N Value
variable CcZ others
Citizenship 248 87.5 12.5
Age (years) 15-24 25.8 0.4
25-34 21.4 2.8
35-44 17.7 4.0
45-54 12.5 2.4
55-64 6.0 3.2
65 and older 2.8 0.8
Sex female 51.6 8.5
male 34.7 5.2
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In the summer of 2000, a survey was carried out at sev-
eral locations focusing on visitors to S.M. Interviewers
distributed 300 questionnaires to tourists (18 years or
older) that were staying at least one day for holidays in
that area. The sample used for further processing of the
data consisted of 249 usable questionnaires (return rate:
71%). This survey was designed with a strong emphasis
on S.M. position in the competition.

Considering a tourist destination like S.M., the market-
ing audience is national as well as international. Conse-
quently, any attempt to segment the market has to include
both tourists of domestic as well as of the foreign origin
in a suitable sample. Table 2 holds the profile of the sam-
ple in terms of demographic variables (nationality, age,
gender).

Measurements

To cover a range of competitors, seven national and
seven international travel destinations were identified
(Czech Bureau of Statistics 2001). Respondents” prefer-
ences were elicited by asking them to rank the selected
destinations.

Motivational, attitudinal and other variables represent-
ing cognitive and emotional states of mind with respect
to a particular journey were employed as well as the ac-
companying travel related activities. Forty statements
were found to be related to a summer vacation. The cor-
responding item battery has been developed and suc-
cessfully employed in previous travel research by Zins
(1999). The battery was slightly adapted to fit this partic-
ular summer vacation. Measurement was conducted
through a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 “strongly
disagree” to 5 “strongly agree”.

RESULTS
Identification of close competitors

Control questions confirmed that a vast majority of the
travellers had spent at least one of the previous summer
vacations during the past five years at another destina-
tion, either domestic or international. This experience
enables the vacationers to evaluate competing destina-
tions according to their preferences. Tables 3 and 4 hold
the mean ranks for selected international and domestic
destinations.

Although respondents have been surveyed in S.M.,
Southern Bohemia is considered the most attractive
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Table 3 Respondents” ranking of international vacation destinations

Destination

Mean rank (standard error)

CZ respondents

other respondents

all respondents

France 2.95 (1.79) @
Spain 3.44 (2.12) 2P
Austria 3.64 (2.15) ©
Croatia 3.90 (2.00) ®
Italy 4.21 (1.82) ¢4
Czech Republic 4.78 (2.14) ¢4
Germany 6.26 (1.84) ©
Hungary 6.54 (1.62)

2.71 (1.96) 2.93 (1.81) @
4.45 (2.08) 3.57 (2.14) @b
4.55 (1.82) 3.72 (2.10) ©
5.07 (2.00) 4.03 (2.05) ®
3.45 (2.29) 4.15 (1.89) ¢4
3.72 (2.36) 4.66 (2.20) 4¢
4.86 (2.12) 6.12 (1.92) ©
5.16 (2.30) 6.40 (1.46)

Note: A pair of means with the same superscript indicates a significant difference between the two groups with ** p > 0.001. Scores ranged

from 1 (highest preference) to 8 (lowest preference).

Table 4. Respondents’ ranking of Czech vacation destinations

Mean rank (standard error)

Destination
CZ respondents

other respondents all respondents

Southern Bohemia 2.82 (1.63) 2
Czech Paradise 2.90 (1.67) °
Southern Moravia 3.19 (1.97) 2¢
Krkonose Mountains 3.80 (1.88) bed
Karlovy Vary 3.96 (1.70) ©
Prague 5.90 (1.95) def
Western Bohemia 6.18 (1.44) ¢

Northern Bohemia 7.00 (1.31) fe

3.17 (2.12) 2.86 (1.71) 2
3.86 (1.79) 2.97 (1.69) b
2.63 (1.77) 3.13 (1.96) 2°¢
3.29 (2.02) 3.77 (1.89) bed
4.00 (1.75) 3.96 (1.70) ©
2.40 (1.82) 5.50 (2.22) def
6.47 (1.28) 6.20 (1.43) fe
6.00 (1.58) 6.92 (1.35) ¢

Note: A pair of means with the same superscript indicates a significant difference between the two groups with ** p > 0.001. Scores ranged

from 1 (highest preference) to 8 (lowest preference)

among the selected Czech destinations, followed by the
Czech Paradise. S.M. is ranked only third. Correspond-
ing aggregated ranks are primarily due to Czech respon-
dents since foreign vacationers exhibit the highest
preference for Prague and the Moravian South.

Among the international destinations, France is con-
sidered the top destination while the Czech Republic is
positioned sixth. Amongst Czech travellers, the mother-
land is not considered an attractive place to spend a sum-
mer vacation.

The eight domestic and the eight foreign destinations
were further consolidated into a perceptual map, each
with a reduced number of dimensions'. The rank scores
were fed in a metric multi-dimensional scaling procedure
(Kruskal 1964a and Kruskal 1964b, Takane, Young and De
Leeuw 1977, Carroll and Green 1997). The two-dimension-
al solutions (see figures 4 and 5) appeared to come with
good quality parameters (Kruskal's Stress = 0.085 and
0.058, RSQ =10.960 and 0.986). The interpretation of this
reduced space of destination choice determinants is as
follows; the area covered by each segment correlates with

the share of the Czech vacationers market. Further inter-
pretation of the dimensions draws from the dispersion of
the clusters Figure 4 and 5.

Foreign destinations

Here, dimension 1 (x-axis) can be labelled according to
the polarity between traditional and modern with tradi-
tional representing the negative and modern the positive
pole. The vacation destinations (East-) Germany and
Hungary are representatives of the traditional hemi-
sphere while France and Spain represent the modern, just
recently available extremes. The second dimension (y-
axis) is mainly characterised by the opposing destina-
tions Austria and Spain/Hungary. Considering the
positions of other countries, it seems fair to assume a dis-
tinction education & brain versus relaxation & body.
Accordingly, vacationers consider the destinations be-
low the x-axis to be more suitable for (sun-) bathing and
relaxing while countries closer to the positive pole ap-

! The international destinations were mapped for Czech respondents only.
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Figure 4. Czech Republic’s competitive position among 8 international vacation destinations (STRESS = 0.085, RSQ = 0.960, Czech
respondents only)
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Figure 5. Southern Moravia’s competitive position among 8 Czech Vacation destinations (STRESS = 0.058, RSQ = 0.986)

pear to be more of cultural interest. Remarkable is the
close proximity of Italy and Croatia indicating a strong
similarity between the destinations according to the per-
ception of Czech respondents.

Czech destinations

The horizontal dimension (x-axis) can be labelled ac-
cording to the polarity between sunny & warm and
cloudy & cool climate with warm representing the nega-
tive and cold the positive pole. Hence, the destinations
Southern Bohemian, S.M. and the Czech Paradise are rep-
resentatives of the sunny and warm hemisphere while
Northern Bohemia represents the cool extreme. The ver-

AGRIC. ECON., 48, 2002 (1): 36-48

tical dimension (y-axis) is mainly characterised by the
two opposing destinations Prague and the Krkonose
Mountains. Hence, a dimension between the poles cul-
ture & education versus nature & body appears to be
reasonable. This is supported by the position of other
clusters with e.g. S.M. with its abundance of castles and
historical sights closer to the cultural pole while the tra-
ditional hiking destinations the Czech Paradise and
Northern Bohemia position themselves closer to the na-
ture pole. Remarkable is the extremely tight position of
Southern Bohemia and S.M. This proximity visualizes the
almost identical perception of both destinations by trav-
ellers and is an unequivocal indicator that both domes-
tic destinations are most close competitors for vaca-
tioners.
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Table 5. Factors in destination choice

Factors Factor loading Eigen-Value Percentage of variance  Cronbach’s Alpha
Comfort 2.45 15.9 0.79
* easy access 0.83
* accomodations 0.83
* convenience and comfort 0.79
* short travel time 0.67
Security 1.91 4.1 0.72
* feel safe 0.88
* safety and security 0.87
* relax 0.62
Water 1.82 3.6 0.68
* hot springs 0.83
* sunny and warm 0.78
* swimming 0.73
Wellness 2.02 3.1 0.67
* body care facilities 0.80
* dietary and medical treatment 0.77
* healthy life 0.66
* exercise sports 0.62
Nature 1.83 7.0 0.67
* natural attractions 0.85
* harmony with nature 0.82
* hiking and trailing 0.66
Fun 1.70 7.7 0.61
* adventure and excitement 0.80
* night life 0.79
* enjoy and have fun 0.67
Money 1.65 4.8 0.59
* high travel costs 0.80
* costs of living 0.76
* spoiled environment 0.68
People 1.68 4.0 0.57
* local people’s hospitality 0.84
* friendly locals 0.82
* social interaction 0.54
Festival 1.36 5.0 0.53
* festivals 0.83
* exercise creativity 0.83

Food and drinking
Cultural attractions
Speak my language
Folkloristic events
Arrangements for children
Historical sights
Personality

Animation programs
Shopping opportunities
Fitness training

Tennis and golf

Novelty of the place
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Identification of vacation styles

To reduce the number of dimensions, the forty motiva-
tional and attitudinal statements were subjected to fac-
tor analysis. In order to identify themes in the destination
choice within the subjects” responses, a principal com-
ponent factor analysis (SPSS routine) with Oblimin rota-
tion was conducted. In the process, the minimum
Eigenvalue of 1.0 was used as cut-off criterion. For each
tourist orientation scheme, only the constituent state-
ments with factor loadings of more than .60 were retained.
The results indicate that the selected items may be cor-
rectly assigned to nine factors (see Table 5): the value
for the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) criterion is .870 and
the explained variance is .552. The reliability measure
Cronbach’s Alpha ranges from .53 to .79. The factors
were labelled “comfort”, water”,
“wellness”, “nature”, “fun & joy”, “money”, “people”,
and “festivals”. Twelve more single statements were also
retained for further analysis since they carried an addi-
tionally important information to be used in the segmen-
tation process. Respective factors were each based on a
single item only and appeared to be not connected to any
of the previous factors.

Due to the small size of the international visitors cell,
the results of a comparison of destination choice factors
for domestic and foreign visitors have to be interpreted
carefully (Table 6). Results of a t-test provide informa-
tion on the significance of different mean values. While

%

safety & security”,

Table 6. Comparison of destination choice factors

Mean value

T-value

Factor CZ respondents other respondents . for
(n = 213) n = 31) difference

Safety & security 3.19 2.74 0.011
Nature 3.13 2.92 0.193
Personality 3.10 3.13 0.843
People 3.04 3.08 0.792
Food 2.98 3.03 0.744
Novelty 2.94 2.37 0.015
Animation 2.60 1.42 0.000
Fun & joy 2.57 2.33 0.124
Money 2.46 2.32 0.417
Water 2.39 1.85 0.004
Comfort 2.20 2.13 0.621
Wellness 2.01 1.98 0.863
Culture 1.98 2.90 0.000
Children 1.72 1.32 0.062
Tennis & golf 1.68 1.10 0.008
Fitness programs 1.65 1.97 0.193
Festivals 1.61 1.72 0.524
Folk 1.55 1.61 0.752
Shopping 1.44 1.48 0.838
History 1.22 1.24 0.941
Language 0.59 0.63 0.794
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domestic vacationers place significantly higher values
on safety & security, novelty, animation, water and ten-
nis & golf, foreign visitors place more emphasis on the
cultural factor. Differences in other factors in vacation
destination choice were not found to be significant.

Identification of homogeneous visitor groups

To establish the taxonomy of the destination choice
segments, cluster analysis was employed to group sub-
jects which exhibited similar orientation patterns. Re-
spondents who scored similarly on the extent to which
they did or did not exhibit the various orientations be-
came part of a single cluster. For that purpose, first the
single linkage method (identification of subjects that ex-
hibited unlikely extreme values that were then discard-
ed) then the Ward method were employed. Quick cluster
analysis divided subjects into segments with low intra-
group variance and high between-groups variance. To
further validate the cluster solution, multivariate analy-
sis of variance (MANOVA) and a univariate analysis
(ANOVA) were conducted. MANOVA examined the over-
all differences in orientations among the clusters, while
ANOVA determined in which individual orientations the
clusters differed. Significant statistical differences were
subjected to a conservative multiple comparison test
(Scheffé) to identify pairwise differences.

After a careful examination of four, five, six, seven,
eight, nine and ten cluster solutions, it was determined
that a six cluster solution provided the most meaningful
distribution of subjects. The selected six clusters corre-
sponded well with those in the European Vacation Style
Typology (Zins 1999). Table 7 holds the results of the
cluster procedure, including the group mean for each of
the six vacation style clusters/ segments on each of the
21 destination choice themes. The table also holds the
results of the validating MANOVA and ANOVA proce-
dures. Further, the results of the Scheffé paired compar-
ison procedures indicate that numerous pairwise
differences were significant (see superscripts).

The six vacation style segments differed significantly
across the 21 vacation orientations as did the six vaca-
tion style segments across each orientation. Examination
of ANOVA scores reveals that comfort was the most de-
cisive factor in differentiating the segments in the sam-
ple (F=24.7, p < 0.001). The other factors (except for
language), although highly significant at p <0.001, had
smaller scores indicating that the differences in those
factors across the segments were smaller.

The first vacationer segment included 35 percent of the
subjects. Since this is the largest segment, the most sat-
isfactory results would provide some distinctive charac-
teristics that destination marketers could use. This is
only partially the case. An examination of the vacation
style orientation mean scores and Scheffé results dis-
played in Table 7 shows that a majority of the respon-
dents represent a common denominator sort of segment.
The segment had relatively high mean scores on comfort,
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Table 7. Cluster analysis / identification of destination orientations

Cluster
Factor p
Cl Cc2 Cc4 Cs5 C6

Comfort 2.58% 1.67 4b 3,18 3.22 2 2.63 be 3.27 abe 0.000
Food 1.60 @ 1.15° 3.64 abe 2.25 abe 1.87 ¢ 2.44 abe 0.000
Water 2.38 2 1.65 ab 2,820 3.04 @ 3.00 @b 3.06 @b 0.000
Money 2.53 3.15 2 2.06 @ 2.97 2.47 2.36 2 0.000
Safety & security 1.67 @ 1.30° 1.88 © 2.99abed 1.65 4 1.95bd 0.000
Wellness 2.81 2 2.00 @b 3.20° 3.31°P 3.37 @ 3.24 @b 0.000
Culture 3.16 2 1.60 2b 3.36 0 3.12°P 3.87 abe 2.59 abe 0.000
Language 1.84 1.80 1.64 1.25 1.33 1.46 0.034
Folk 3.41 2.80 2 3.00 4.08 2 3.83 2 3.46 0.001
Children 2.95 2 2.10 @b 4,55 abe 4,37 abd 4.08 2b 3.31 bed 0.000
History 2,12 2 4.15 % 227° 2.04 " 2.67 be 1.69 be 0.000
Personality 1.93 1.65 2.09 1.79 2.54 @b 1.71° 0.001
Animation 2.34 2 1.40 ab 2.91° 3.63 abe 3.87 @bd 2.24 < 0.000
Shopping 3.80 @ 2.55 @b 4.45 be 3.83 3.58 3.26 ¢ 0.000
Fitness 3.49 2 2.50 @b 3.45¢ 3.25 4 1.75%cde 3.87 be 0.000
Tennis & golf 2.76 2 2250 4,55 ab 3.92 2b 3.67 2 4.00 2b 0.000
Novelty 2.09 @ 1.10 20 1.73 2370 267" 22070 0.000
Nature 1.83 1.90 1.51° 2.57 abe 1.83 ¢ 1.79 ¢ 0.000
Festivals 3.54 @ 2.60 @b 2.82 ¢ 3.19 ¢ 4.02bede 3.36 be 0.000
Fun & joy 2.34 2 1.82° 3.33 abe 2.07 < 3.11 abd 2.55 be 0.000
People 1.98 1.57 2 2.58 2 1.85 2.11 1.90 0.006

multivariate 0.000
% 35.5 8.7 4.8 10.4 10.4 30.3
(n) 82 20 24 24 70
Note: A pair of means with the same superscript indicates a significant difference between the two groups with p < 0.01. Example:

considering the factor comfort, groups C2, C4, and C6 are significantly different from group C1; they share C1's superscript

ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

food, and safety & security while the high mean score
on the item language was not significantly different. The
segment was not motivated by extreme destination choice
orientations, instead the trips are for recreation and re-
laxation without being engaged in too many activities.
The segment’s modus operandi appears to gravitate to-
ward relaxation and safety & security. Therefore, the first
segment was labelled “relax-in-safety tourists”.

The second segment included nine percent of the sub-
jects. It is in sharp contrast to the one described before.
This segment had the highest score for a number of ori-
entations, including comfort, food, water, safety & secu-
rity, wellness, culture, animation, novelty, fun & joy and
locals. History and money are of the lowest importance
to them. These travellers want to have excitement and
challenge, fun and entertainment during their holidays.
They want it all and they are willing to pay for it. There-
fore, this group was labelled “demanding pleasure trav-
eller”.

The third segment comprised 5 percent of the sample.
This group had the distinctively highest score on the
nature and on the money orientation. Otherwise, the por-
trait of these vacationers is mainly characterised by av-
erage values. Yet, the nature and money orientation are

a4

nan

a’. Scores

absolutely outstanding. Individuals in this group love
the unspoilt nature and untouched landscapes. Conse-
quently, it was labelled “nature-loving vacationers”.

The fourth segment is made up of 10 percent of all sub-
jects. Respondents placed the significantly highest val-
ue on language and development of their personality
while exhibiting lowest scores for folk, safety & security,
and animation programs. These travellers are little inter-
ested in comfort, and they are little engaged in activities
around the themes water or wellness. They want to spend
their vacation at a place where people speak a common
language and they exhibit a high interest in developing
their own personality. Together with the following seg-
ment five, this cluster holds the highest relative percent-
age of foreign tourists. The segment was labelled
“cultural interactionists”.

Fitness training is the outstanding characteristic of
travellers in the fifth segment, comprised of another ten
percent of vacationers. Orientations with low and lowest
values are festivals, animation programs, and cultural
attractions. Distinctive travel motive for this segment is
the need for physical exercise. This care of one’s health
is accompanied by the desire to regain the spent energy
through good food and an orientation toward a safe and
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Table 8. Profile of the six vacation style segments

Cluster
Domestic destination p
Cl1 C2 C4 C5 Cco6

Western Bohemia 6.32 6.32 5.64 6.35 6.05 6.08 0.673
Karlovy Vary 3.84 2 2.2]abede 4.09 ® 4.75 ¢ 4.454 4.13 ¢ 0.000
Czech Paradise 2.83 3.58 2.82 2.86 3.45 2.97 0.461
Southern Bohemia 2.84 3.95 2.91 2.92 2.62 2.68 0.116
Prague 5.84 5.25 6.00 5.13 5.14 5.25 0.444
Southern Moravia 3.24 4.30 @ 3.45 3.17 3.00 2.66 ? 0.044
Northern Bohemia 7.18 6.63 7.09 6.74 6.35 6.91 0.174
Krkonose Mountains 3.78 3.42 4.00 3.45 3.71 4.08 0.711

multivariate 0.014

Note: A pair of means with the same superscript indicates a significant difference between the two groups with p £ 0.05. Scores ranged from

1 (highest preference) to 5 (lowest preference).

secure environment, hence resulting in the label “care-
free wellness tourists”.

The sixth and final segment included thirty percent of
subjects. This type of vacationer stresses language and
personality almost like the cultural interactionists. Yet,
the really outstanding travel motive is a desire to spend
the vacation at places with lots of historical sights. This
desire coincides with a disregard for comfort, water-re-
lated and wellness activities. Fitness programs are of the
least importance. The segment was labelled “sightseeing

»

individualists ”.

Profiling visitor segments

MANOVA and ANOVA with Scheffe’s test were used
to profile the vacation type segments. The analysis made

it possible to determine whether the segments differed
with respect to (1) the ranks assigned to domestic and
foreign destinations and (2) demographic variables.

MANOVA results (see Table 8) reveal that the vaca-
tion style segments differed with respect to the ranking
of the domestic destinations. They differed little with
respect to the ranking of foreign destinations and not at
all with respect to demographic variables. ANOVA re-
veals, further, that the segments differed significantly
with respect to their ranking of the Czech domestic des-
tinations Karlovy Vary and S.M. Furthermore, ANOVA
results show significant differences between the group
of pleasure travellers (whose members rank the destina-
tion significantly highest) and all other segments for the
destination Karlovy Vary. The destination S.M. is ranked
significantly higher by the group of sightseeing individ-
ualists compared to pleasure travellers.

ey
al

nature-loving N sightseeing
vacationer@ individualists
@ demanding
pleasuretraveller
P ) 1 2 3 4
cultural o elax-in-safety
inter actionist i tourists

H

carefree @

wellnesstourists
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Figure 6. Visitor clusters in a MDS (STRESS = 0.081, RSQ = 0.969)
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Mapping different vacationer types

The six groups of vacationers were further consolidat-
ed into a perceptual map with a reduced number of di-
mensions. The 21 object scores were fed in a metric
multi-dimensional scaling procedure (Kruskal 1964a and
Kruskal 1964b, Takane, Young and De Leeuw 1977, Car-
roll and Green 1997). The two-dimensional solution (Fig-
ure 6) resulted in good quality parameters (Kruskal's
Stress = 0.081, RSQ = 0.969). The interpretation of this
reduced space of destination choice determinants is as
follows: The area covered by each segment correlates
with the size of the cluster. Interpretation of the dimen-
sions draws from the dispersion of the clusters and the
underlying determinants described before. Dimension |
can be labelled according to the polarity between tradi-
tional and modern with traditional representing the neg-
ative and modern the positive X-axis. Hence, the types
nature, culture, and exercise are representatives of the
traditional hemisphere while the hedonic pleasure trav-
ellers represent the modern extreme. The second dimen-
sion (Y-axis) is mainly characterised by the two opposing
traveller types nature-lover and wellness tourists. Both
are seeking almost completely different types of vaca-
tions, not a single orientation that scores high (low) for
one type achieves a similar score for the other type. As
the type nature lies closer to the positive pole, it is fair to
assume a distinction indoor versus outdoor. However, a
closer examination of significant differences between the
two extreme types points at more subtle differences. The
results resemble more of the Eurostyles typology (Maza-
nec and Zins 1994) with an axis from materialism to ideal-
ism. This is supported by the position of other clusters
with e.g. the personality-building sightseeing type clos-
er to the positive pole.

DISCUSSION

The results support strategic planning i.e. by asking
questions like “Is this situation desirable?”, “Do local
and regional tourism managers and community authori-
ties want this position?”, “What future actions are nec-
essary to improve the competitive position for a
destination?”, and “How to get an edge against the
toughest competitors?”.

Czech Republic’s position as an international destina-
tion as perceived by the Czech respondents is favour-
able on one hand in that no other country is perceived
similarly. This is good news since the missing proximi-
ties to selected international vacation destinations point
at a relatively unique position with no immediate compet-
itors. Accordingly, no immediate differentiating efforts
appear to be required on a national basis. On the other
hand, the established position close to the origin of the
x- as well as the y-axis suggests a middle-of-the-road
position that is likely to attract little interest of vacation-
ers due to a lack of outstanding offers. Rank six amongst
eight selected international destinations is a clear indi-

46

cator for this lack of attractiveness. Consequently, Czech
vacationers are very likely to spend future summer vaca-
tions in foreign countries as long as no appropriate mea-
sures are taken to make a summer vacation in their
motherland more attractive.

The position of the domestic vacation destination S.M.
as perceived by travellers is only slightly better. Vaca-
tioners perceive the destinations S.M. and Southern
Bohemia almost identically with a significantly better
ranking of the latter. Given the choice, substantial num-
bers of vacationers will spend future summer vacations
in Southern Bohemia and not in S.M. Moreover, although
positioned slightly different, the destination the Czech
Paradise is ranked as high as S.M. indicating a more
favourable overall perception by travellers. Strong efforts
are required to position the destination S.M. more favour-
ably against these competitors to ensure future visits in
sufficient numbers.

Respective efforts should focus on selected vacation-
er types rather than trying to attract all types of vaca-
tioners. Special emphasis has to be placed on market
segments that are sizeable (i.e. the relax-in-safety tour-
ist) and/or exhibit strong preferences for this destination
(i.e. the sightseeing individualists). Visitor types with
apparently no interest in the destination S.M. (i.e. family
escapists, comfort seekers, and ambience seekers) either
have to be taken off the list of target groups (a short-term
and low cost approach) or the perception and profile of
the destination have to be adapted carefully to meet the
needs and wants of these segments (with significant
changes to be expected in the perception by other seg-
ments). In any case, changes in perception and ranking
of vacation destinations have to be monitored periodi-
cally to avoid unfavourable developments and to stay
ahead in the competition for visitors.

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

There are three potential problems which may impose
limitations on the results of this research. First, although
the respondents of this study possessed relatively di-
verse demographic characteristics, the sample was ob-
tained during a period of three months at only five
selected locations. Such a sample may differ from the
target population because of noncoverage. Official sta-
tistics exhibit a ratio between foreign and domestic tour-
ists to S.M. of 2 to 1. The corresponding ratio in the
sample was 7 to 1 having been obtained by a random
sample procedure (“survey every 5th passers-by”). How-
ever, there is no secondary statistical data available al-
lowing to discriminate between the number of day
visitors against overnight stays. Hence, a high percent-
age of day visitors from the region could explain the dif-
ference. Altogether, it cannot be excluded that the sample
population could have biased the results (Gierl 1995).

A second limitation of this study involves the validity
of the psychographic items presented to the travellers.
Since the main purpose was to identify competing desti-
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nations and to characterise summer vacationers to S.M.,
no attempt was made to validate the construction of the
items to a more universal model. The authors acknowl-
edge that the items given to the vacationers as the sole
determinants of vacation decisions may not represent all
the actual factors which play an important role for the
choice of vacation destinations in the Czech Republic;
in fact, the authors expect that other factors will have to
be considered i.e. when segmenting visitors to an alpine
ski resort (e.g. High Tatra).

A third limitation of this study lies in the measurement
instrument itself. The Likert scale does not have the abil-
ity to distinguish between subtle differences in attitudi-
nal levels.

CONCLUSIONS

Clear and distinctive product positioning must be an
integral part of any destination marketing strategy, due
to the inherent characteristics of the destination product
and the increasingly complex needs of the tourist. Key
players in the hospitality, tour operator and transporta-
tion sectors have pursued successful positioning strat-
egies which have been driven by effective market
segmentation and brand management. This leads to the
immediate question as to why the Czech Republic travel
destinations have not yet incorporated similar policies
into their marketing strategies.

Psychographic segmentation proved to be a useful
technique to explore the perceptual worlds of travellers
and tourists. Demographic variables proved to be inca-
pable of explaining the destination choice and ranking.
However, a better understanding of how to adapt desti-
nations to visitors requires more. The application of the
MDS analysis as a strategic instrument outlined the use
of market segments as strategic units for the purpose of
marketing a destination. In the case study, the map di-
mensions are descriptive in nature. Future applications
could expand their exploratory power be supplementing
data on purchase power or measures of satisfaction.
Moreover, for each segment a separate market attractive-
ness - competitive strength matrices could be developed
(see Zins 1999) to assess the competitive position of a
particular destination, i.e. S.M. in more detail. Future re-
search should be encouraged examining cross-national
and intra-national visitor segments in more detail.
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