
Article

Not peer-reviewed version

Conditionality of Visiting a Tourist

Destination by the Degree of

Environmental Risk and Attractiveness

Marko D. Petrović , Ilija Milovanović , Tamara Gajić 

*

 , Veronika N. Kholina , Miroslav Vujičić , Ivana Blešić ,

Filip Đoković , Milan M. Radovanović , Nina Čurčić

Posted Date: 2 June 2023

doi: 10.20944/preprints202306.0154.v1

Keywords: environmental risk; attractiveness of the destination; tourist behavior; lifestyle; psychographic

orientation

Preprints.org is a free multidiscipline platform providing preprint service that

is dedicated to making early versions of research outputs permanently

available and citable. Preprints posted at Preprints.org appear in Web of

Science, Crossref, Google Scholar, Scilit, Europe PMC.

Copyright: This is an open access article distributed under the Creative Commons

Attribution License which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any

medium, provided the original work is properly cited.

https://sciprofiles.com/profile/354211
https://sciprofiles.com/profile/2982041
https://sciprofiles.com/profile/1686447
https://sciprofiles.com/profile/428674
https://sciprofiles.com/profile/2817225
https://sciprofiles.com/profile/614699
https://sciprofiles.com/profile/852791


 

Article 

Conditionality of Visiting a Tourist Destination by 
the Degree of Environmental Risk and Attractiveness 

Marko D. Petrović 1, Ilija Milovanović 2, Tamara Gajić 1,*, Veronika N. Kholina 3,  

Miroslav Vujičić 4, Ivana Blešić 4, Filip Đoković 5, Milan M. Radovanović 1 and Nina Ćurčić 1 

1 Geographical Institute “Jovan Cvijić” SASA, 11000 Belgrade, Serbia; m.petrovic@gi.sanu.ac.rs (M.D.P.); 
m.radovanovic@gi.sanu.ac.rs (M.M.R.), n.curcic@gi.sanu.ac.rs (N.Ć.) 

2 University of Novi Sad, Faculty of Philosophy, Department of Psychology, 21000 Novi Sad, Serbia;  

ilija-milovanovic1@gmail.com 
3 Department of Regional Economy and Geography, Faculty of Economy, RUDN University,  

Moscow 117198, Russia; kholina-vn@rudn.ru 
4 Department of Geography, Tourism and Hotel Management, Faculty of Sciences, University of Novi Sad, 

21000 Novi Sad, Serbia; ivana.blesic@gmail.com (I.B.), vujicic@gmail.com (M.V.) 
5 College of Organizational Studies–EDUKA, 11000 Belgrade, Serbia; fdjokovic@vos.edu.rs 

* Correspondence: tamara.gajic.1977@gmail.com 

Abstract: In recent years, more and more attention has been paid to the behavior of tourists and their intention 
to travel after certain natural disasters or social unrest. The aim of the research was to establish the influence 
of psychological profiles of tourists on their decision to choose a tourist destination, using three psychographic 
techniques BFI-10 (Big Five Inventory), AIO (Activities, Interests, Opinions), and VALS 2 (Values and lifestyle), 
and a freely determined six-level scale of risk and tourist attractiveness of the imagined destinations. By 

analyzing the results through structural modeling-path analysis, it was determined that almost all 
psychographic orientations derived from lifestyles negatively perceive destinations with a high degree of risk 

and attractiveness, while with the VALS 2 technique, only members of the action orientation tend to accept the 
risk and challenge of visiting high-risk destinations. The results of the research have a degree of innovation in 
the application of the combination of the mentioned models, as well as in the theoretical and applied aspects 
in supplementing the building and strategic planning of the future business. 

Keywords: environmental risk; attractiveness of the destination; tourist behavior; lifestyle; psychographic 
orientation 

 

1. Introduction 

There are different forms of environmental risks, starting with climate disturbances, including 
pollution, radiation, noise, land use patterns, or climate change [1]. The European Commission is 
constantly working to identify new forms of environmental and social risks, and The EU 7th 

Environment Action Program included an integrated approach to risk management, recording them 
all in scientific and technical data for the purpose of planning strategic activities to prevent or reduce 

the strongest forms of these risks [2]. Some of the environmental risks leave huge negative 
consequences on the planet, in that context, destroying cities, changing the climate, and destroying 
everything that man has created, but they also have a huge impact on people's awareness of their 
future behavior, both in life and in decision-making about the future movement. Determining the 
actual impact of risk on the behavior of tourists and on their intention to choose a destination and 
travel are increasing topics of research in the world. Environmental risks have a large share in the 

formation of tourists' behavior models, and regardless of whether the risk was constant at the time 
of the trip, it is virtually embedded in human consciousness [3], because the perception of risk is such 
an image among tourists that they create the probability that they will something negative also 
happens, caused if nothing, at least by environmental consequences during the trip [4]. Also, apart 
from environmental risks, it was determined that international attitude, risk of terrorism, level of risk 
perception, and income directly affect the choice of destination for an international vacation [5]. The 
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perception of the impact of environmental risks on tourists' decisions is very often established on the 
basis of various factors, such as lifestyle, personality traits, demographic factors, experience, etc. 

Precisely, the goal of this research was to determine how personality traits, lifestyles, and 
psychographic orientations of tourists can be a defense or a response to environmental risks in their 
future behavior, and in the survival of destinations that may suffer some of the potential 

consequences of natural or social disasters. The results we reached undoubtedly show that the 
majority of tourists, of almost all psychographic orientations, do not accept challenges such as 
traveling to high-risk destinations. Also, it is only shown that the members of the action-oriented 

psychological group are ready for this kind of challenge. 

The research has a wide theoretical and applied significance, primarily as an informative basis 
for supplementing existing knowledge and research on the issue of the impact of environmental risks 

on tourists' decisions and their intentions. However, the application significance is reflected primarily 

in the utilization of the obtained results for implementation in the existing documentation, which 
depends on strategic activities in influencing the management of the tourism development of the 

destination and business during or after catastrophic situations. Also, by understanding the behavior 
in risky situations, it is possible to influence the awareness of tourists and their decisions about 
traveling to risky destinations. Studying the influence of lifestyles and personality traits has been 
fruitfully used in the field of marketing communication, where it has been shown that they have an 
intense impact on both consumption patterns and the processing of different forms of marketing 
communication. 

2. Theoretical background and conceptual framework 

2.1. Perception of risks as (co)creators of tourist movements 

Risk perception is very often used to analyze the psychological state during travel and tourist 

activities in the destination [6]. Proponents of cognitive psychology developed the term tourist risk 

perception [7,8] which is created by observing conditions and situations from the negative 
consequences of environmental risks and influencing the decisions and expectations of tourists [9]. 
Cater [10] points out that even if there is an objective risk, the subjective perception of risk is much 
more pronounced, and the behavior of tourists also depends on the strength of the risk [11–13]. The 
perception of risk is a psychological experience and plays a key role in the behavior of tourists, and 
the transfer of information about risk is very often subjective to the extent that the risk turns into a 
disaster [14], which further influences the avoidance of going on the trip itself [15–17]. However, 
some authors point out that, although tourists are extremely sensitive to certain risks during travel 
and stay in a destination, risk perception is still a quantitative assessment of safety [17]. Furthermore, 
the same authors claim that tourists should have prior knowledge about a destination and possible 
types of risks in it. Accordingly, Sharifpour et al. [18] reached the same results, arguing that different 
dimensions and levels of knowledge dictate different perceptions about the type and strength of risk 

during travel or in the destination itself. It has been observed that during the trip, tourists always 
notice negative situations, prepared by the media or other people's similar experiences, and based on 
the preconceived image, they create an image of the security situation [19–23]. Natural disasters and 

unexpected events are the best examples of decisive factors because they have profound effects on 
individuals and society, and as a result, have the potential to significantly and negatively affect 

tourism flows [24–27]. Individual hazards, such as earthquakes, severe storms, floods and droughts, 
plus biophysical and technological processes, create particular impacts on tourists' awareness but 
also create certain challenges [28]. Mazzochi [29], points out that after the great earthquake in 
September 1997 in Italy, tourist traffic dropped sharply, which is also confirmed by the results of 
research in Taiwan in 1999, where tourism did not recover even a year after the earthquake [30]. 

Sonmez et al. [31] point out that environmental risks do not allow a quick recovery of the 

destination, while on the other hand, tourists' awareness of the negative effects and fears also slow 
down the recovery of tourism, and the negative impact of environmental disasters creates indirect 

consequences for travel in other nearby destinations [32]. Neumayer and Barthel [33], after 30 years 
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of studying the impact of climate disasters on tourism growth trends, proved that the consequences 
of economic damage are long-lasting, the tourism trend slowed down long after the risk, and that a 
stronger growth trend of fear of disasters can be observed. More recently, the impacts of 
environmental risks have increased significantly, partly due to the worsening effects of climate 

change, but also due to the growing complexity of socio-ecological systems in a highly connected and 

globalized world [34,35]. Many authors dealt with terrorist risks and their influence on the adoption 

and selection of the destination [36–40], while hazards risk [41–43]. Ghmire [44] claims with his 

research in Nepal that there is no destination immune to crisis situations such as earthquakes, wars, 
floods and other natural and social disasters, and the fear among tourists arises from the fact that 
they cannot be evacuated quickly in some destinations. 

2.2. Risk perception factors determined through various psychographic techniques 

Ankomah et al. [45] point out that the choice of destination, under normal conditions, is based 
on the relationship between tourist attributes and destination characteristics, while if there is a certain 
degree of risk, tourists choose a destination based on their individual perceptions [46]. Some studies 
show that the perception of a destination's level of risk changes over time, depending on the home 
country [47], the location of the destination in a wider geographic region [16,48] or between 
international and domestic destinations [20]. The perception of cultural risks has been investigated 
by many authors and it has been established that there are significant differences in the perception of 
risk and travel safety, anxiety and travel intentions among tourists from different countries. Tourists 
from the United States, Hong Kong, and Australia perceived higher travel risk, felt less safe, and were 
more anxious and reluctant to travel than tourists from the United Kingdom, Canada, and Greece 
[49]. Cultural differences are shown to be an important demographic segment in tourist behavior and 
risk awareness [50]. The same authors examined the behavior of Asians and non-Asians on the 
perception of reducing carbon dioxide emissions in traffic and preference for green hotels, where it 
was shown that 11 different nations feels safe in destinations where such types of environmental 

protection are offered. Also, repeated visits reduce fears of environmental risks [51]. Many authors 

have investigated the impact of environmental risks on the perception and intention of tourists 

depending on sociodemographic factors [16,52–55], where some authors emphasize the factor age 
[56–58], then the factor of tourists' psychological readiness to accept risks [59]. The same authors 
found that for women and for men, there are seven factors associated with psychological and material 
preparedness: awareness of psychological preparedness, prior emergency training or experience, 
prior exposure to natural hazards, higher awareness scores, higher active engagement coping style 

scores, low-stress scores, and low depression scores. Two types of risk factors stand out in the minds 
of tourists, namely subjective [11,16,60–62] and objective risk factors [63,64]. Blešić et al. [62] examine 

the relationship between subjective risk factors and objectively perceived risks, and claim that more 
educated people perceive all the dangers of environmental risks, as well as more subjective risk 
perceptions. Subjective risk factors include: demographic variables and individual cognitive abilities 
(temperament, personality, emotions, views, values, cognitive and meta-cognitive) [65], while 
objective factors include: psychological risk, financial risk, performance risk, health risk and social 
risk [66]. Physical characteristics and psychological processes (such as attention, perception, 
representation effect, memory, thinking and language abilities) of tourists have a significant influence 
on how they perceive the danger associated with travel [65]. 

The study of the influence of lifestyle and personality traits on the behavior of tourists in special 
situations was studied by many authors [67–70] and pointed out that the lifestyle of a group or a 

phenomenon permeates all aspects of human life, and that lifestyle is a conceptualization of the 
central life and interests of individuals [71,72], and according to certain psychographic characteristics, 
the perception of risky situations is also made [73,74]. Lifestyle, personality traits and experience 
increase the level of self-confidence and cognitive skills of tourists, which leads to a reduced level of 
perceived risk [16,20,75,76]. Cohen [77] emphasizes the influence of lifestyle by which individuals 
frame the concept and stylize their lives around the choice of travel, while some authors claim that 
personality traits and lifestyles, then family problems, various types of failures and crises connect 
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travel with an escape from everyday life [78]. Individuals who seek sensation and adventure are more 

prone to risk and going to risky destinations [20,48,75,76,79]. 
Contrary to all claims about the negative impact of environmental risks, some authors in their 

research came to the conclusion that the existence of a certain type of risk in some tourist profiles is 

an attraction that attracts them to that destination [80], and that controlled risk, when perceived as a 

challenge, contributes to the general enjoyment of the risky experience [81]. Also, the claim of the 
author Brida et al. [82] is followed up, who also claim that the desire to travel does not stop during 
certain risky situations, in their research case, it was the situation of the COVID-19 pandemic. In 

addition to their claim, the same authors point out that sociodemographic characteristics and 
personality characteristics of tourists had a great influence on tourists' decisions. Hamilton et al. [83] 
claim that climate and environmental risk changes in general can even have positive effects on the 

perception of tourists, and become an attraction for tourists. 

2.3. Aim of the present study and conceptual framework 

The goal of this research was to determine the influence of personality traits, lifestyle and 
psychographic orientations on the choice of imagined tourist destinations that differ in the degree of 

environmental risk and tourist attractiveness. 

Most of the research on the influence of personality traits on the choice of a tourist destination 

in relation to the degree of potential risk uses The Big Five Inventory model of personality traits (BFI 
-10), where personality types are distinguished: extroversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, 
neuroticism and openness [73,84–90]. Some research presents risk perception using the 
psychographic technique VALS 2 (Values and Lifestyles) [91–95]. The same authors emphasize four 
types of personality: traditional idealists, modern idealists, traditional materialists, and modern 
materialists. For the purposes of researching the tourist market, the psychographic technique AIO 
(Activities, Interests, Opinions) was first applied by Darden and Perreault [96] and also Blackwell, 
Miniard, & Engel [97]. Chen et al (2009) also examined the perception of risk using the AIO technique, 
highlighting five psychographic dimensions: relaxation, outdoor recreation, first class, family 
orientation and social orientation, which were also used for the purposes of this research. 

H1: Personality traits (BFI-10) create a strong relationship with psychographic lifestyle 

orientations. 

H2: Psychographic orientations, AIO lifestyle techniques, have a significant influence on the 
choice of destinations according to the degree of environmental risk and tourist attractiveness. 

H3: Psychographic orientations, VALS 2 lifestyle techniques, play a strong role in the selection 
of destinations according to the degree of environmental risk and tourist attractiveness. 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual framework of setting hypotheses. 

AIO (Activities, Interests, 

Opinions) 

VALS 2 (Values and Lifestyles) 

Destinations 
BFI - 10 (Big 

Five 

I ) 

H1 H2 

H1 

 

H3 
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3. Methodology 

3.1. Procedure and Participants 

For the purposes of the research, a volunteer survey of tourists was carried out in seven hotels 
in Novi Sad (the second largest city in Serbia - a total of 218 respondents) and Belgrade (the capital 

of Serbia - a total of 322 respondents), in the period from January to April 2023. Out of a total of 800 
questionnaires distributed, 540 with complete answers were taken into analysis, and the time period 
of the research was determined by the researchers, by statistical determination of a possible 
representative sample. A random sampling technique was used, because the probability of being 
included in the sample is the same for each individual. The required sample size was calculated using 
G*power test. Taking into account that there was a total of 8 predictors 6 criteria, the required effect 
size was set to η2 = 0.15, with a statistical power of 0.95, and it was calculated that a sample size of 

138 respondents may be appropriate for this research. The researchers had the task of surveying 
exclusively adult visitors to the hotel. Table 1 provides an insight into the demographic characteristics 
of tourists. It can be seen that the largest percentage of visitors are women, about 60% and men a little 
less than 39.9%, aged over 56, and those with a university degree 67.7% and an average salary of 

74.8%. 

Table 1. Sociodemographic description of tourists. 

     Gender 

Male      39.9% 

Female    60.1% 

          Frequency of traveling 

I have traveled abroad several times  34.7% 

I travel abroad once a year           18.8% 

I travel abroad several times a year   46 .5% 

 

     Education 

High school   24% 

Faculty       67.7% 

MSc, PhD     8.3% 

                  Earning 

Low (≤300*)                       0.7% 

Average (300-1.000*)               24.5% 

High (>1.000*)                     74.8% 

      Age 

18-30     26.2% 

31-55     30% 

>56       43.8% 

 

 

             Country of residence 

  

Bosnia     31.1%           Hungary   3.6% 

Croatia    18.4%       Italy  2.3% 

Slovenia   9.6%            Montenegro  29% 

Austria    4.9%       Germany  1.1% 

 

Looking at the data on the frequency of travel, it is noticeable that 46.5% of the surveyed visitors belong to 
the group that travels several times a year, and that they are mostly from the neighboring countries from the 
region of Bosnia and Herzegovina (31.1%), Croatia (18.4) and Montenegro (29 %). 

3.2. Measures 

For the purposes of this manuscript, the standard BFI-10 scale (Big Five Inventory Model) of 10 
items was used, which measures personality traits of the Big Five dimensions: extraversion, 
agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness [98,99]. Also, two psychographic 
models were applied: AIO (attitude, interest, opinion) and VALS 2 (values and life-style), primarily 
for measuring lifestyle, which are adapted to the goal and technical possibilities of field research. 
Also, the authors took over the AIO questionnaire with minor modifications, to identify the activities, 
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interests and opinions of consumers (16 items) from the authors Chen et al. [100] in a manuscript 

entitled Vacation Life Style and Travel Behaviors. All items of the AIO questionnaire are grouped 
into five orientations (relaxation, outdoor recreation, first class, family orientation, social orientation). 
Then, the VALS 2 (values, attitudes and life-styles) questionnaire was taken and modified by the 
authors: Maričić [101], Mitchell and Olson [102] and Mitchell [103] (39 items). All items of the VALS 
2 technique are grouped into three psychographic orientations (social orientations, action 
orientations and principal orientations). A seven-point Likert scale was used to determine the 
intensity of the visitors' attitudes. In six situations, the authors varied the degree of risk and 
attractiveness of the destinations, and tourists could choose from the given description a destination 
that they would visit more or less (items for each dimension given in attachment 1, description of 

destinations in attachment 2). 

3.3. Data analisys 

The obtained data were processed in the program software IBM SPSS AMOS version 26.00. With 
the help of Cronbach's alpha, reliability was determined for all dimensions whose values are shown 
in Table 2. Path analysis was used for the interpretation of previously established effects or 
relationships, as a kind of continuation of regression analysis, which is done in the aforementioned 
software. The AIO lifestyle dimension gathers a total of 10 questions, then the VALS 2 lifestyle 
dimension gathers a total of 39 items, and the BFI-10 personality traits dimension gathers a total of 

10 items (Questions given in the attachment). Adequacy or model fit conditions are met with the 
following values: X2=3066.431, df=28, p=0.00, CMIN/df= 2.820, TLI= 0.901, CFI= 0.932, NFI=0.962, 
IFI=0.939, RMSEA = 0.041, AIC= 305,830 and BIC= 306,777. 

4. Results and Discussion 

Table 2 shows the results of the average ratings for the dimensions that will be used to determine 
their effects on the selection of six imagined tourist destinations according to the determined degree 

of risk and tourist attractiveness. 

Table 2. Descriptive dimension values and reliability level. 

Dimensions m sd α 

BIF-10 - Neuroticism 2.27 1.238 0.956 

BIF-10  - Extroversion 3.19 1.252 0.922 

BIF-10  - Conscientiousness 3.49 1.827 0.811 

BIF-10  - Agreeableness 3.34 1.275 0.725 

BIF-10  -  Openness 2.11 1.130 0.858 

AIO - Relaxation 2.56 1.000 0.828 

AIO - Outdoor recreations 2.13 1.084 0.737 

AIO - First class 3.21 0.910 0.797 

AIO - Family orientation 3.41 1.891 0.897 

AIO - Social orientation 3.50 1.813 0.903 

VALS 2 - Status orientation 3.01 0.677 0.852 

VALS 2 - Action orientation 3.35 0.773 0.849 

VALS 2 - Principal orientation 3.13 0.767 0.749 

Destination selection percentage values 

Destination level risk 1  53.6%  

Destination level risk 2  46.1%  
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Destination level risk 3  35.5%  

Destination level risk 4  31%  

Destination level risk 5  25.25%  

Destination level risk 6  20.9%  

 *m-arithmetic men; sd-standard devition; α – reliability. 

The social orientation dimension has the highest average score (m=3.59), which belongs to the 
AIO lifestyle group. Also, from the VLAS 2 psychographic technique group, the action orientation 
dimension (m=3.35) has the highest average rating, while from the BFI-10 personality traits group, 
the highest average value of the arithmetic mean is the conscientiousness dimension (m=3.49). It is 
observed that the highest percentage of tourists opted for the destination of the lowest degree of risk 
and high attractiveness D1 (53.6), while the lowest percentage of tourists chose destination D6 
(20.9%), which belongs to the category of the highest degree of environmental risks and high 
attractiveness. 

4.1. Relationships between personality traits and psychographic orientations 

Path analysis determined the strength of influence of five personality traits (BFI-10) on lifestyle 

dimensions (AIO and VALS 2), which were grouped into psychographic orientations. Correlation 
values can be seen in Figure 2, while Estimate values, S.E. (standard error), C.R. (critical ratio) and 
statistical significance (P) in Table 3. 

The neuroticism dimension proved to be statistically significant in its influence on the following 
psychographic lifestyle orientations: relaxation (AIO) (p=0.15, ß=-0.141), first class (AIO) (p=0.32, ß= -
0.125), social orientation (AIO) ) (p=0.06, ß= -0.190), status orientation (VALS 2) (p=0.03, ß= 0.097) and 
principal orientation (VALS 2)(p=0.00, ß=0.133). It is about the situation that the more neurotic they 
are, the less they evaluated the psychographic dimensions, except for the VALS 2 lifestyle, where it 

is an invitational correlation: the more neurotic they are, the more inclined they are to the status and 
principal orientation dimensions. 

In the extroversion dimension, statistical significance was achieved only with VALS 2 relations 
in the positive direction: status orientation (p=0.05, ß=0.146), action orientation (p=0.00, ß=0.218) and 
principal orientation (p=0.04, ß=0.145) ). The conscientiousness dimension shows a significant and 

positive influence only on the AIO lifestyle dimensions: relaxation (p=0.00, ß= 0.262), outdoor 
orientation (p=0.00, ß=0.208), first class (p=0.00, ß= 0.283), family orientation (p=0.00, ß=0.511), social 
orientation (p=0.00, ß=0.591). A very strong correlation was expressed only in the family orientation 
and social orientation dimensions. 

Agreeableness shows a statistically significant influence on the dimensions of the psychographic 
orientation of AIO: relaxation (p=0.00, ß=0.190), outdoor recreation (p=0.024, ß=0.114), first class 
(p=0.06, ß=0.135), family orientation (p =0.04, ß=0.128), status orientation (p=0.00, ß=0.084) and on only 
one dimension VALS 2, which is principal orientation with values p=0.038 and lower correlation ß= 
0.100. 
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Figure 2. Analysis of direct and indirect effects of psychographic dimensions on destination 
selection. 

Subsubsectio 

The openness dimension shows statistical significance in relation to two VALS 2 dimensions: 
status orientation (p=0.067, ß=0.107) and principal orientation (p=0.018, ß=0.135). The obtained data 
confirmed the first hypothesis that personality traits have a significant influence on psychographic 

lifestyle orientations. 

Table 3. Values of significance of the influence of BFI-10 dimensions on psychographic orientations. 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

Relaxation 
 

Neuroticism -.115 .047 -2.429 .015 

Outdoor rerceation 
 

Neuroticism -.068 .054 -1.253 .210 

First class   
 

Neuroticism -.093 .044 -2.144 .032 

Family orientation 
 

Neuroticism -.083 .081 -1.033 .302 

Social orientation 
 

Neuroticism -.190 .069 -2.754 .006 

Status orientation 
 

Neuroticism .097 .033 2.966 .003 

Action orientation 
 

Neuroticism .034 .039 .867 .386 

Principal orientation 
 

Neuroticism .133 .036 3.679 *** 

Relaxation 
 

Extroversion .055 .040 1.384 .166 

Outdoor rerceation 
 

Extroversion .039 .045 .864 .387 
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First class 
 

Extroversion .057 .037 1.570 .116 

Family orientation 
 

Extroversion .051 .068 .746 .455 

Social orientation 
 

Extroversion .024 .058 .413 .679 

Status orientation 
 

Extroversion .078 .028 2.827 .005 

Action orientation 
 

Extroversion .135 .033 4.081 *** 

Principal orientation 
 

Extroversion .088 .030 2.881 .004 

Relaxation 
 

Conscientousness .140 .025 5.531 *** 

Outdoor rerceation 
 

Conscientousness .122 .029 4.247 *** 

First class 
 

Conscientousness .137 .023 5.941 *** 

Family orientation 
 

Conscientousness .512 .043 11.928 *** 

Social orientation 
 

Conscientousness .561 .037 15.300 *** 

Status orientation 
 

Conscientousness -.014 .017 -.778 .437 

Action orientation 
 

Conscientousness .000 .021 -.002 .999 

Principal orientation 
 

Conscientousness -.032 .019 -1.649 .099 

Relaxation 
 

Agreeablenes .145 .037 3.871 *** 

Outdoor rerceation 
 

Agreeablenes .096 .042 2.253 .024 

First class 
 

Agreeablenes .094 .034 2.738 .006 

Family orientation 
 

Agreeablenes .184 .064 2.900 .004 

Social orientation 
 

Agreeablenes .291 .054 5.350 *** 

Status orientation 
 

Agreeablenes .044 .026 1.706 .088 

Action orientation 
 

Agreeablenes -.022 .031 -.712 .477 

Principal orientation 
 

Agreeablenes .059 .028 2.077 .038 

Relaxation 
 

Openess .057 .050 1.152 .249 

Outdoor rerceation 
 

Openess .065 .057 1.149 .251 

First class 
 

Openess .058 .046 1.280 .201 

Family orientation 
 

Openess .093 .085 1.103 .270 

Social orientation 
 

Openess .084 .072 1.153 .249 

Status orientation 
 

Openess .063 .034 1.830 .067 

Action orientation 
 

Openess .001 .041 .032 .975 

Principal orientation 
 

Openess .090 .038 2.373 .018 

4.2. The relation of psychographic orientations to the selection of tourist destinations 

The values of the direct influence of psychographic orientations on the choice of a tourist 
destination are given in Table 4, while the correlations are visible in Figure 2. Psychographic 

orientation relaxation from the lifestyle group AIO, shows a significant influence on destination D1 
of low risk (p=0.052, ß= 0.065). Then, the impact on destination D3 with values p=0.04 and correlation 
ß=0.072. Also, it has a significant and positive influence on D4 (p=0.080, ß=0.098), while on the last 
two destinations D5 and D6, with high attractiveness and a high degree of risk, it has a significant 
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and negative influence (D5: p=0.038, ß= -0.066; D6: p=0.010, ß=-0.346). The more tourists are in favor 
of this psychographic group of the AIO lifestyle, the less they decide to choose high-risk destinations. 

The outdoor recreation dimension proved to be significant in influencing the selection of only high-

risk destinations D5 (p=0.013, ß= -0.234) and D6 (p=0.057, ß=-0.291). The influence is in a negative 
direction, which means that the more inclined they are to this psychographic group, the harder they 
choose destinations with high attractiveness and high environmental risk. 

The first class dimension from the AIO lifestyle group shows a significant impact also only on 
high-risk destinations: D5 (p=0.017, ß=-0.115) and D6 (p=0.058, ß= -0.069), and in a negative direction, 
which indicates that members of this psychographic orientation are less likely to choose high-risk 

destinations. In the family orientation dimension, a significant influence on the choice of destination 
is in D3 (p=0.032, ß=0.131), D4 (p= 0.027, ß=0.013), D5 (p=0.021, ß= -0.406) and D6 (p=0.04, ß= -0.542). 

Members of this lifestyle group are less likely to choose the riskiest destination, while they are more 
determined for those with low environmental risk. The last AIO dimension of social orientation has 
a significant influence on D4 (p=0.012, ß= -0.055), D5 (p=0.013, ß= -0.032) and D6 (p=0.047, ß= -0.076). 

The correlations are negative and low, which confirms that members of this psychographic 
orientation also negatively evaluate risky destinations and are less likely to opt for them. 

Observing the psychographic dimensions of VALS 2, it is observed that the status orientation 
dimension significantly affects the choice of destination D1 (p=0.19, ß= -0.152), then D4 (p=0.00,ß= -
0.218), D5 (p=0.003,ß= -0-192) and D6 (p=0.01, ß= -0.208). The correlations are negative and quite low. 

The relationship of the action orientation dimension is as follows: it shows an influence on D3 
(p=0.013, ß=0.135), D4 (p=0.019, ß=0.125), D5 (p=0.01, ß= 0.169), and D6 (p=0.033 , ß=0.233). Members 
of the action psychographic orientation are more willing to take private risks and choose destinations 

with a higher degree of environmental risk. The principal orientation dimension shows a significant 

influence with very low correlations on destinations D2 (p=0.026, ß= -0.026) and D5 (p=0.055, ß=0.009). 
Hypotheses H2 and H3 have confirmed, that the psychographic orientations of AIO and VALS 2 
lifestyle techniques have an influence on the choice of a tourist destination in relation to the degree 

of environmental risk and tourist attractiveness. 

Table 4. Values of the direct influence of psychographic orientations on the choice of a tourist 

destination. 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

D1 
 

Relaxation .096 .084 1.145 .052 

D2 
 

Relaxation .093 .097 .963 .335 

D3 
 

Relaxation .135 .107 1.270 .004 

D4 
 

Relaxation .166 .095 1.750 .080 

D5 
 

Relaxation -.112 .095 -1.179 .038 

D6 
 

Relaxation -.009 .084 -.112 .010 

D1 
 

Outdoor rerceation -.032 .072 -.449 .654 

D2 
 

Outdoor rerceation -.096 .083 -1.160 .246 

D3 
 

Outdoor rerceation -.134 .091 -1.469 .142 

D4 
 

Outdoor rerceation -.087 .082 -1.063 .088 

D5 
 

Outdoor rerceation -.053 .082 -.655 .013 

D6 
 

Outdoor rerceation -.123 .072 -1.712 .057 

D1 
 

First class .039 .079 .491 .623 

D2 
 

First class -.018 .091 -.194 .846 
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D3 
 

First class -.057 .101 -.571 .568 

D4 
 

First class -.076 .090 -.850 .395 

D5 
 

First class -.214 .090 -2.386 .017 

D6 
 

First class -.112 .079 -1.412 .058 

D1 
 

Family orientation -.047 .048 -.972 .331 

D2 
 

Family orientation .056 .055 1.018 .309 

D3 
 

Family orientation .131 .061 2.139 .032 

D4 
 

Family orientation .012 .055 .219 .027 

D5 
 

Family orientation -.005 .055 -.099 .021 

D6 
 

Family orientation -.033 .048 -.684 .004 

D1 
 

Social orientation -.005 .046 -.110 .913 

D2 
 

Social orientation -.057 .053 -1.066 .287 

D3 
 

Social orientation -.042 .059 -.725 .068 

D4 
 

Social orientation -.053 .052 -1.011 .012 

D5 
 

Social orientation -.030 .052 -.579 .013 

D6 
 

Social orientation -.064 .046 -1.382 .047 

D1 
 

Status orientation -.326 .139 -2.341 .019 

D2 
 

Status orientation .023 .161 .146 .884 

D3 
 

Status orientation -.206 .177 -1.163 .245 

D4 
 

Status orientation -.540 .158 -3.420 *** 

D5 
 

Status orientation -.476 .158 -3.015 .003 

D6 
 

Status orientation -.453 .140 -3.243 .001 

D1 
 

Action orientation .158 .100 1.576 .115 

D2 
 

Action orientation .106 .115 .918 .358 

D3 
 

Action orientation .317 .127 2.497 .013 

D4 
 

Action orientation .267 .113 2.354 .019 

D5 
 

Action orientation .362 .113 3.189 .001 

D6 
 

Action orientation .062 .100 .623 .033 

D1 
 

Principal orientation .128 .115 1.116 .265 

D2 
 

Principal orientation -.057 .132 -.431 .026 

D3 
 

Principal orientation .006 .146 .040 .968 

D4 
 

Principal orientation .075 .130 .579 .562 

D5 
 

Principal orientation .020 .130 .151 .055 

D6 
 

Principal orientation .120 .115 1.043 .297 

Woodsidem & Pitts [104] (1976) claim that in addition to demographic characteristics, 
personality traits (BFI-10) influence the perception of risk, which is created during travel, where they 
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emphasize two forms of behavior in relation to personality traits: one in the place of residence, the 
other in the tourist destination. Similar research shows that personality traits largely indicate the 
behavior of tourists when choosing a tourist destination, especially if it is about destinations with an 
existing degree of risk. Research has confirmed that people with pronounced extraversion and 

conscientiousness traits, make important decisions easier and faster, both at work and in certain 
specific risk situations (Erjavec et al., 2019), while those with openness choose special services 
[105,106]. A high level of novelty seeking can either attract novelty seekers or repel those seeking 
familiarity from certain destinations due to risk and uncertainty [20]. Sensationalists, adventurers, 
extroverts and those in the openness group, aware of the consequences, may be attracted to certain 
destinations with potential risks [37,75]. Maričić et al. [101] indicate that personality types according 

to lifestyle and style are completely diametrically different in tourist behavior, and materialists and 
status-oriented people may prefer fun, idealists and action-oriented people may be interested in news 
and learning, and choose such destinations accordingly, in contrast to those who are principally 

oriented, who are less likely to choose challenges and deviation from established principles. Chen et 
al. [100], also indicate that social orientation, relaxation and family orientation groups of people are 
more dedicated to fun, socializing and traveling where they would achieve social interaction, in 
contrast to outdoor recreation, which aims to get to know something new and are more ready for 

challenges. 

5. Conclusions 

Technological and digital innovations are changing the way people live, work, travel, and 
communicate with each other and how they spend their free time, but the boundaries between digital, 
social, physical and environmental environments are increasingly intertwined [107]. Environmental 
risks have the potential to affect the natural environment, but also the social environment in terms of 
influencing the behavior of tourists in choosing tourist destinations. In addition, tourism as an 
economic branch is sensitive to all kinds of risks, especially when dealing with environmental risks, 
and can deter visitors from traveling [79,108,109]. The cause of the increase in environmental risks, 
apart from natural causes, can also be the increased number of inhabitants, as well as all their 
activities [110,111]. Disasters and other forms of crises (e.g. epidemics, conflicts, pollution) can lead 
to a decrease in visitation to the affected area [57,62,109]. Tourist risk perception includes awareness 
of the state of the social and natural environment in tourist destinations and the security situation of 

"food, housing, transportation, travel, shopping, entertainment" in the travel process [112]. 
Researching the perception of environmental risk is an important segment of the tourism 

development of any destination in unstable and threatened areas, and on the other hand in areas 
where tourism is developed [18,113], and it is crucial for attracting tourists after major disasters [54]. 
However, it is considered that the excessive development of tourism can damage the ecology of the 
environment. Uncontrolled conventional tourism is a potential threat to many natural areas around 

the world. It can put enormous pressure on an area and lead to impacts such as soil erosion, increased 
pollution, discharges to the sea, loss of natural habitat, increased pressure on endangered species and 
increased susceptibility to wildfires. 

Based on the literature research of domestic and foreign scientists who deal with systemic risk 

perception in tourism, from the aspect of concepts, factors and evaluation of tourist risk perception, 
this manuscript investigates progress in the evaluation of risk perception in tourism in relation to the 

psychological characteristics of tourists. The paper summarizes the basic idea, general methodology 
and conclusions of risk perception of travel to attractive and risky destinations. The authors aimed to 
determine to what extent personality traits and psychographic orientation of lifestyles influence the 

choice of a tourist destination in relation to the degree of risk and attractiveness. The BFI-10, AIO and 
VALS 2 scales were used to determine the perception of risk by tourists. The diagram of the estimated 
model is shown in Figure 2, where the relationship between established psychographic dimensions 
and the selection of destinations with different varieties of risk and tourist attractiveness is 

investigated. It was established that personality traits obtained from a scale with ten established 
questions have a significant impact on lifestyles and formed psychographic orientations, which 
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further influence the choice of destinations and the behavior of tourists in relation to varieties of risk 
and attractiveness. Observing the results of the psychographic orientation of the AIO lifestyle, it is 
observed that tourists showed a negative statistical correlation towards the selection of high-risk and 

attractive destinations, and they choose them less. In the VALS 2 lifestyle dimension, action 
orientations are more willing to take private risks and choose destinations with a higher degree of 

environmental risk. 

5.1. Limitations 

Like any type of research, this author's research in the field also had appropriate limiting 
circumstances. This study used a large-scale survey to provide empirical evidence of environmental 

risk perception on tourist behavior. However, although the statistical sample is representative, we 
believe that an even larger sample would be much more valid and therefore more important in the 
theoretical and applied direction. Also, one of the limiting circumstances is the non-cooperation of 

tourists with researchers and the non-filling of surveys. It is also interesting that the largest 

percentage of respondents ask for an explanation of the type of risk before reading the description of 
the destination, because for them the first association with risk is a pandemic. We encourage future 
research to include other variables, because we used the BFI-10 model with ten questions, while the 
BF model with all 44 questions from authors who dealt with the theory of personality traits can be 
included. We dare to claim that the results would be more valid by observation or experimentally, 
and that we would get more valid results if we played films of the destination and therefore saw on 

the spot the reactions of tourists to the perceptions of the destination in relation to the pictorial 

representation of the degree of risk and attractiveness.5.2. Theoretical implications 

Some authors claim that there is not enough research on the topic of the perception of 
environmental risk in the selection of a tourist destination (Grant, 20159), which reinforces the 
importance of this research. The results obtained can serve to expand the existing literature on the 

topic of the influence of environmental risks on the behavior of tourist consumers. 
With that, information would be strengthened in many segments of the economy in the domain 

of theoretical studies. A large number of sciences such as economics, management, spatial planning, 
etc. could use the data for further study of this issue. Further study of this issue and the study of the 

obtained results should be related to a detailed review of risk management methods, criteria for the 
selection of measures and determination of the effectiveness of these measures that can determine 

the behavior of tourists when choosing high-risk tourist destinations. Certainly, the obtained results 
can complete the theory about psychology and types of tourist profiles. By observing such profiles, 
it is possible to predict in advance the reactions of tourists and propose an offer to their demand. 

5.2. Practical implications 

For the purposes of marketing and management, important characteristics of consumers are 
personality and lifestyle characteristics. Personality traits are long-lasting, deeply ingrained, and 
reflect consistent patterns of response that have been developed since childhood. Lifestyle is 
expressed through the consumer's activities, interests and opinions. The findings can be used as 
methodological support and practical recommendations for tourism and other industries when 

developing business strategies, taking into account the impact of environmental risks on consumer 

behavior. Studying the strength of the impact of environmental risks on tourist behavior is a complex 
and challenging task, requiring the coordination of resources and expertise of various stakeholders, 
including governments, businesses and community organizations. The obtained data can be used by 
organizations that manage the development of the tourist destination, which would effectively 
identify and assess potential risks, implement prevention and mitigation measures, as well as react 
and recover from risks when they occur. It is known that environmental risks are very difficult to 

predict, because they can arise from different sources, and their impacts can be very variable and 
difficult to quantify. Given this fact, it is necessary to have data obtained directly from the field, in 
order to facilitate the allocation of resources and the prioritization of risk management efforts. 

Environmental risks have a wider impact on society and the economy, and improving destination 
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management based on research results can reduce the negative consequences on the existence of local 
communities. These impacts can have long-lasting effects on communities and economies and can be 
challenging for tourism and the economy to recover from them. 
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