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Extensive Summary 

Introduction 
According to researchers involved in studies dealing with brand management 

brand image is one of the most significant elements in creating strong brands. The 
reason for this is that strong brands are able to get an advantage by differentiating 
themselves from competitive brands. Although brand image is an important element in 
the area of marketing the relationship between brand and personality maintains its 
ambiguity. Poor conceptualization and the scarcity of empirical studies make it difficult 
to understand the relationship between these two concepts. (Hosany, Ekinci and Uysal, 
2006).  

The subject of image has also become a major element for tourism destinations. 
The reason for this is that image plays an important part in destinations gaining an 
advantage in competitiveness, in the selection process of tourists in terms of 
destinations as well as their intention to re-visit the destination (Beerli and Martin, 
2004; Baloğlu and McCleary, 1999). In tourism literature research involving destination 
image are becoming more popular. However, the studies involving destination 
personality are very new. Nevertheless although research dealing with brand/product  
personality in literature is relatively new, the research dealing with consumer products 
dates back to the pre-1960’s period. (Ekinci and Hosany, 2006). The studies (Ekinci and 
Hosany, 2006; Hosany et al, 2006; Prayag, 2007) emphasize that destination image is 
equally important as destination image for a destination. However, the number of 
studies dealing with destination image and destination personality are very few (Ekinci 
and Hosany, 2006; Hosany et al, 2006; Prayag, 2007; Chen and Phou, 2013).  
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The aim of this study was to determine the relationship between destination image 
and destination personality within the framework of information available in literature.  

Methodology 
The target population used to determine the relationship between destination 

image and destination personality consisted of tourists who visited Alanya district of 
Antalya province between June and August 2013. The “convenience sampling” method 
(Altunışık et al., 2005, p.132; Ural and Kılıç, 2006, p.44) researcher uses any 
individuals which are available to participate in the research were used as the study 
method. Accordingly the size of the sample was calculated with 222 /. dZn  (Özdamar, 
2003, p. 116–118) which is the formula recommended for large populations (N>10000) 
and quantitative studies. The applications was applied on 450 persons in order to obtain 
the calculated number of samples which was 385 and 395 surveys in total were 
assessed.  

For the determination of the destination image the scales used by Baloğlu and 
Mangaloğlu (2001), Parker, Morrison and Ismail (2003), Byon and Zhang (2010) were 
applied while the ‘Brand Personality Scale’ consisting of 5 fundamental dimensions and 
42 personality traits developed by (1997) was used to assess destination personality. In 
this section each statement the participation levels of the respondents was scored in line 
with the 5 point likert scale as “Strongly disagree=1”,, “Disagree=2”, “Neutral=3”, 
“Agree=4” and “Strongly agree=5”.  

The Structual Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to analyze the relationship 
between destination image and destination personality in the study. Confirmatory and 
Explanatory factor analyses were applied in terms of the validity of the structure and 
Cronbachs’ Alpha coefficients were calculated to test the reliability of the internal 
consistency. IBM SPSS 20.0 for Windows packaged software and Lisrel 8.72 packaged 
software were used to analyze the acquired data.  

Research Hypothesis: 
Hı: There is a positive relationship between cognitive image and destination personality.  
H2: There is a positive relationship between affective image and destination personality.  

Findings 
Primarily Confirmatory (CFA) and Explanatory (EFA) factor analyses were 

applied in terms of destination image and destination personality scales. As a result of 
the explanatory factor analysis applied on the destination image scale four factors were 
determined (Infrastructure & Atmosphere, Natural Attractions, Value For Money, 
Social Environment). At the end of the EFA it was determined that the eigenvalue of the 
destination image was larger than 1 and gathered under four factors which explained 
75,51% of the total variance. Item related factor loadings and item-scale correlations 
were all above the value of 0.40. In addition it was determined that all of the Cronbach’s 
Alpha values calculated for the grades and sub-grades were above 0,70. These values 
show that the internal consistency levels are sufficient. The confirmatory factor analysis 
was applied on the 17 variable four factor destination image scale determined with the 
explanatory factor analysis in order to study the structural reliability of the scale.  The 
EFA concluded that the value was significant (565,38, p < .000). 
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As a result of the explanatory factor analysis carried out for the destination 
personality scale four factors were determined (excitement, ruggedness, competence 
and sincerity). Because the factor loads of the 26 variables of the relevant measurement 
tool for destination personality turned out to be low and insignificant a total of 21 
variables was determined. As a result of the CFA it was determined that the eigenvalue 
of the destination personality scale was larger than 1 and had been gathered under four 
factors explaining 62,44% of the total variance. All the factors loads and item-scale 
correlations regarding the items are above the value of 0,40. In addition it was 
determined that all the calculated Cronbach’s Alpha values in terms of scales and sub-
scales were over 0,70. These values show that the internal consistency levels are 
sufficient. The confirmatory factor analysis was applied on the 21 variable four factor 
destination image scale determined with the explanatory factor analysis in order to 
study the structural reliability of the scale.  The EFA concluded that the value was 
significant (1123,69, p < .000). 

The path from the cognitive image to destination personality in the structural 
equivalency model regarding the relationship between destination image and destination 
personality is significant and positive (.86). However, the path from the affective image 
to destination personality is very weak, significant and negative (-.02). According to 
these results hypothesis H1 has been supported whereas hypothesis H2 has not been 
supported.  

Discussion and Conclusions 
In this study, which endeavored to determine the relationship between destination 

image and destination personality, it was determined that there is a negative and very 
weak relationship between destination image and destination personality while there is a 
positive and strong relationship between cognitive image and destination personality. 
Another results which was obtained with study was the 4 dimensional brand personality 
scale generated with Aaker’s (1997) 5 dimensional brand personality scale. These 
dimensions were determined as excitement, ruggedness, competence and sincerity. The 
study carried out by Hosany et al. (2006) revealed that destination image and 
destination personality were interrelated concepts. The study revealed that there was a 
significant relationship between the dimensions of destination image (affective and 
cognitive) and the dimensions of destination personality (sincerity, exciting, 
entertaining). The authors found 3 dimensions for Aaker’s (1997) brand personality 
scale consisting of 5 dimensions. These dimensions are sincerity, exciting and 
entertaining. According to the results of the study affective image which is a sub-
component of destination image is more affiliated with brand personality.  

The study of Ekinci and Hosany (2006) indicated that Aaker’s (1997) brand 
personality scale consisting of 5 dimensions consisted of 3 dimensions. These 
dimensions are sincerity, exciting and entertaining. The study carried out by the authors 
revealed that the entertainment dimension of destination personality had a significant 
impact of cognitive and affective image. A study carried out by Prayag (2007) used 
projective techniques (such as word association, brand individualization) to examine the 
relationship between destination image and destination personality. The study revealed 
that destination image and destination personality were involved. A study executed by 
Chen and Phou (2013) determined that there was a positive relationship between 
destination image and destination personality.  


