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Abstract: This study aims to reveal the influence of tourist personality on key interrelated factors
in the visitation process including tourist motivation, destination satisfaction, and destination
loyalty, and to investigate the relationships among these factors. The sample population includes
first-time American tourists who visited the three locations in Thailand. The study findings
indicate that (1) Psychographic personality and Allocentric personality positively influence tourist
motivation; (2) only the motivation of Psychographics and the motivation of Allocentrics
influenced destination satisfaction; (3) only the destination satisfaction of Mid- Centrics and the
destination satisfaction of Allocentrics influenced destination loyalty; and (4) Psychocentric
personality negatively influenced and Allocentric personality positively influenced destination
satisfaction. The results of this study help to bridge academic gaps in tourism as well as help to
provide more insight for the DMOs that work to promote these three destinations to develop
superior destination marketing plans.
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1. Introduction
Personality is a group of thoughts,

( Gretzel, Mitsche, Hwang, & Fesenmaier,
2004). Marketing researchers have changed

feelings, and behaviors that are performed
consistently by a person and do not typically
change over time (Aronoff, Rabin, & Zucker,
1987) . It can help to predict several
behaviors,  for  example,  academic
performance ( Chamorrow- Premuzic &
Furnham, 2003) , alcohol drinking and
cigarette smoking ( Paunonen, 2003), and
leadership type (Judge & Bono, 2000). In the
area of tourism marketing, tourism
academics use tourist personality types by
adapting the concept of personality to the
tourism context in order to explain tourist
activities that are related to personality type
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their attention from using demographic,
geographic, and behavioral characteristics of
buyers as key variables for segmentation to
the use of less tangible characteristics such as
image (Sirgy, 1982), benefit (Myers, 1976),
and personality (Alpert, 1972) instead. This
was the result of a subsequent popular notion
that individuals segmented within the same
group may differ in their needs due to
different types of personality (Fuller, Hanlan,
& Wilde, 2005).

Though several scholars have generated
a broad range of tourist personality types to
predict tourist behavior (Jackson, 2006), the
most well known one is still the first tourist
typology developed by Stanley C. Plog in
1972, which classifies tourists into five
groups ranging from Psychocentric or
Dependable (prefers mass tourism and buys
package tours) at one end of the spectrum to
Allocentric or Venturer ( prefers to be
independent and travel without plans) at the



other end with the three remaining groups
located in between, including Near
Psychocentric ( Near Dependable) , Mid-
Centric, and Near Allocentric ( Near
Venturer) (Litvin, 2006). However, further
research should limit the use of this model to
American tourists only because most of the
empirical evidence of success employed this
model with American tourists (Plog, 1974;
Plog, 2001; Plog, 2002, Chandler & Costello,
2002; Enz, Liu, & Siguaw, 2008; Weaver,
2012).

The key interrelated factors in the
tourism product consumption process include
tourist motivation, destination satisfaction
and destination loyalty ( Yoon & Uysal,
2005; Chindaprasert, Yasothornsrikul, &
Esichaikul, 2015) . Generic personality,
which is well- known for its predictability
power, is a contributor of the tourist
personality (Jackson, 2006). For this reason,
Plog's tourist personality typology tends to
have the ability to predict several behaviors
including these important factors. The
literature review has failed to reveal the
influence of Plog’s tourist personality types
on these key behaviors in the visitation
process. Moreover, even though some studies
found  relationships  among  tourist
motivation, destination satisfaction, and
destination loyalty when studying Cypriot
tourists and Thai tourists ( Yoon & Uysal,
2005; Chindaprasert et al., 2015), it has failed
to reveal the relationship of these constructs
with other nationalities.

If conducting a study to reveal the
influence of Plog’s tourist personality types
on  tourist  motivation, destination
satisfaction, and destination loyalty and to
investigate the relationships of these key
important factors by focusing on American
tourists in  three important tourism
destinations of Thailand, namely Bangkok,
Phuket, and Chiang Mai. Apart from
understanding the characteristics, destination
preferences, and activities preferences of
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American tourists who visit the destination,
destination marketing organisations (DMOs)
will also gain more insight related to the
motivation to visit destinations, the
destination satisfaction tendencies, and the
destination loyalty tendencies of each tourist
personality. Moreover, it would help to
confirm the interrelation among these key
important factors when studying the
American tourists by separating each type of
tourist personality. Consequently, this study
aims to reveal the influence of tourist
personality on tourist motivation, destination
satisfaction, and destination loyalty; and to
investigate the relationships of tourist
motivation, destination satisfaction, and
destination loyalty.

2. Literature Review

This study employed Plog’s
psychographic model by using a modified
version of Plog’s ten questions with a three-
choice scale that classifies tourists into three
groups, which are Psychocentrics, Mid-
Centrics, and Allocentrics. In destinations
choice map (Plog, 2001), Thailand is placed
as a destination for Near Venturer tourists.
For the tourist motivation construct, this
study employed the push- pull motivation
model (Crompton, 1979). This model posits
that people decide to take a trip because they
are pushed by internal psychological forces,
and pulled by destination attributes and
facilities.

Tourists are more pushed by their intrinsic
desires than pulled by destination attributes
to visit destinations ( Iso- Ahola, 1982;
Krippendorf, 1987) . Consumers make
choices of products by considering the
overall congruence between the products and
their desires (Payne, Bettman, & Johnson,
1993) . Destination features which tourists
expect to respond to motivations occurred
and approach which tourists use to make
choice on destination will be kept in tourists’
mind and will be used when evaluating their



satisfaction. Since push motivation plays a
major role in the destination choice process,
tourists will assess their push satisfaction by
considering at what level the destination
responds to their push motivation and assess
pull satisfaction by comparing it with their
initial expectations as tourists generally
assess destination attributes by comparing
them with their initial expectations
(Westbrook & Reilly, 1983; Olson & Dover,
1979). Consequently, this study has based
push satisfaction on the Self- Congruity
model (Sirgy, 1982), and pull satisfaction on
the Expectancy- Disconfirmation model
(Oliver, 1980).

Due to the attitudinal approach being the
most suitable approach to employ in studies
related to investigating the relationships
among variables (Riley, Niininen, Szivas, &
Willis, 2001; Dick & Basu, 1994), this study
employed the attitudinal approach for the
destination loyalty construct. Intentions to
revisit and recommend are used as two sub-
dimensions to measure loyalty.

Tourist Personality and Tourist Motivation

Some tourism researchers conducted their
studies and found that that personality
influences  motivation and tourists’
destination choices ( Pizam et al. , 2004;
Abbate & Di Nuovo, 2013). Although these
researchers did not employ tourist- specific
personality, their studies at least support that
tourist  personality  influences  tourist
motivation. Tourists choose a destination that
they believe can respond to their push and
pull motivation. Some tourism academics
have generated tourist typologies to describe
tourist characteristics and tourism related
behaviors, especially destination choices
(Plog, 1974; Cohen, 1979; Loker- Murphy,
1997).

Plog’s psychographic model explains the
tourist characteristics, preferred destinations,
and preferred activities of each personality
type. Tourist characteristics described in the
typology description can infer relevant push

56

motivation, and destination preference and
activity preference described in the typology
description can infer relevant pull motivation
(Plog, 1991; Plog 1995). For example, the
Powerless characteristic of Psychocentric
tourists may cause them to visit a destination
in order to escape from the stress found in
daily life; and the Intellectually Curious
characteristic of Allocentric tourists may
cause them to visit a destination in order to
see people from diverse ethnic backgrounds.
The Mid- Centric is a combination of these
two extreme personalities, and does not
exhibit an intense enough degree of
characteristics to correlate with any specific
motivation.  For this reason, the study
proposed the hypotheses as follows:
H1a: Psychocentric personality positively
affects the motivation of tourists.
H1b: Mid-Centric personality has no effect
on the motivation of tourists.
H1c: Allocentric personality positively
affects the motivation of tourists.
Tourist Motivation and Destination
Satisfaction
The interrelationship between tourist
motivation and destination satisfaction refers
to a non- linear relationship. Using the
Assimilation- Contrast theory and the effects
of their great effort, Babin, Griffin and Babin
( 1994) posited that consumers tend to
demonstrate extreme reactions  to
consumption outcomes on what they perceive
as important. When consumers come with
high motivation, consumers increase their
likelihood of contrast, resulting in more
extreme satisfaction level in the direction of
contrast.

When a destination has strong enough
performance until the level is above the
positive contrast zone of tourists, the stronger
the intrinsic desire ( push motivation) and
extrinsic desire ( pull motivation) toward
destination features that are expressed by
tourists the higher the degree of destination
satisfaction the tourists receive ( positive



correlation), as found in the results from the
works of Qiao, Chen, Guan, and Kim (2008);
and Correia, Kozak, and Ferradeira (2013). If
the destination has a weak performance until
it falls below the negative contrast zone of
tourists, the stronger the intrinsic desire (push
motivation) and extrinsic desire ( pull
motivation) toward destination features that
are expressed by tourists; the lower the
degree of destination satisfaction the tourists
receive (negative correlation), as indicated in
the results from a study by Yoon and Uysal
(2005).

McCrae and Costa (1991) used the five-
factor model to investigate the relationships
between personalities and psychological
well- being and reported that Neuroticism
negatively influenced psychological well-
being and Extraversion positively influenced
psychological well-being. This study could
be linked to a previous study that used the
five- factor model of personality traits to
explain the influence of Plog’s tourist
personality on the interrelation between
tourist ~ motivation  and  destination
satisfaction because a generic personality
trait is an element of tourist personality
( Jackson, 2006) .  Extraversion and
Allocentrism have some commonalities,
which are being active and enjoyment of
meeting and dealing  with  others.
Psychocentrism and Neuroticism have
several similarities, which are nervousness
and vulnerability ( Plog, 2001; Costa &
McCrae, 1992). Consequently, Allocentric
tourists tend to assess better destination
performance due to their positive affection
and generating condition that stimulates
happiness, leading to greater propensity to
make destination performance rise above the
tourists’ positive contrast zone, which makes
tourist ~ motivation  positively  affect
destination satisfaction.

Psychocentric tourists tend to assess the
worse destination performance due to their
negative affection and generating condition
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that stimulates unhappiness, resulting in a
greater tendency to make destination
performance fall below the tourists’ negative
contrast zone, which makes tourist
motivation negatively influence destination
satisfaction. Motivation of Mid- Centric
tourists will not be influenced by any
characteristic as it is an average personality
that is not be intense enough to influence the
specific motivation. Prior studies aiming to
measure the destination satisfaction of
tourists visiting these three destinations
found that tourists felt highly satisfied with
their visitation in most of the studied
locations ( Promsiwapanlop, Pechwaroon, &

Pangudruer, 2005; Bangkok Metropolitan

Administration, 2011; Siri, Josiam, Kennon

& Spears, 2012). Therefore, Mid- Centric

tourists visiting the three locations tend to

have a satisfaction level above the positive
contrast zone, resulting in tourist motivation
positively affecting destination satisfaction.

For this reason, the study proposed the

hypotheses as follows:

H2a: Motivation of Psychocentrics
negatively affects destination
satisfaction.

H2b: Motivation of Mid-Centrics positively
affects destination satisfaction.

H2c: Motivation of Allocentrics positively
affects destination satisfaction.

Destination Satisfaction and Destination

Loyalty

The literature review suggests that the
most accepted determinant of loyalty is
satisfaction.  Generally, the relationship
between  destination  satisfaction and
destination loyalty is found to progress in the
positive direction. However, it is a non-linear
relationship. Consumers have their own
loyalty threshold. If satisfaction increases
above this threshold, the level of loyalty will
increase rapidly. Similarly, if satisfaction
drops under this threshold, loyalty will

decrease rapidly ( Oliver & Swan, 1989;

Oliva, Oliver, & MacMillan, 1992) .



Allocentric tourists are likely to have a
loyalty threshold higher than Mid- Centric
tourists and Psychocentric tourists as they do
not tend to revisit destinations and do not tend
to be sociable people ( Plog, 1991; Plog,
1995; Plog, 2001), which results in a lower
propensity to generate word of mouth
( Ferguson, Paulin, & Bergeron, 2010) .
Psychocentric tourists are likely to have a
loyalty threshold lower than Mid- Centric
tourists and Allocentric tourists as they tend
to revisit destinations and tend to be sociable
people (Plog, 1991; Plog, 1995; Plog, 2001),
which results in a higher propensity to
generate word of mouth (Ferguson et al.,
2010) . Nevertheless, at all levels of
satisfaction and at all levels of loyalty
threshold; the relationship of destination and
destination loyalty appears in the positive
direction. For this reason, the study proposed
the following statements as the hypotheses:

H3a: Destination satisfaction of
Psychocentrics positively affects
destination loyalty.

H3b: Destination satisfaction of Mid-
Centrics positively affects destination
loyalty.

H3c: Destination satisfaction of Allocentrics
positively affects destination loyalty.

Tourist Personality and Destination

Satisfaction

Only a few studies have been conducted
to investigate the influence of personality and
satisfaction on product and service
consumption. In these studies, scholars
employed generic personality, especially the
five-factor model; and found a relationship
between  personality and satisfaction

(Mooradian & Olver, 1997; Heller, Watson,

& llies, 2004; Hendriks, Smets, Vrielink,

Van Es, & De Haes, 2006; Siddiqui, 2012).

However, the literature has failed to reveal

the  interrelationship  between  tourist

personality and destination satisfaction.

Aforementioned studies on product and

service consumption can support that two
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constructs tend to have an interrelationship
when exploring with a tourism product that is
more well- known for its complexity than
others.

McCrae and Costa (1991) conclude that
personality influences satisfaction in two
ways, which are the temperamental view
(generating by their own emotion) and the
instrumental view (the generating condition
that stimulates happiness or unhappiness) .
Mooradian and Oliver (1997), Hendriks et al.
(2006), and Siddiqui (2012) investigated the
correlation with product and service
consumption, and found that Agreeableness
and Extraversion positively influence
satisfaction, and Neuroticism negatively
influences satisfaction.

The Generic personality trait is
a contributing factor of tourist personality
(Jackson, 2006). Being active and enjoyment
of meeting and dealing with people are
common characteristics of Allocentrism and
Extraversion. Nervousness and vulnerability
are the key characteristics of Psychocentrism
and Neuroticism ( Plog, 1991; Costa &
McCrae, 1992). The Mid-centric personality
is a combination of the two extreme groups,
which is flexible. For this reason, an
Allocentric personality tends to positively
influence destination satisfaction because
Allocentrism and Extraversion have common
characteristics, and previous studies found
that Extraversion is positively correlated with
satisfaction (Hendriks et al., 2006; Siddiqui,
2012). In contrast, Psychocentric personality
tends to negatively influence destination
satisfaction because Psychocentrism and
Neuroticism have common characteristics,
and previous studies found that Neuroticism
iS negatively correlated with satisfaction
(Hendriks et al., 2006; Siddiqui, 2012), while
Mid- Centric does not tend to correlate with
destination satisfaction because it cannot be
compared with any personality due to its
flexibility ,and does not generate an intense
enough degree of characteristics to influence



destination satisfaction. The hypotheses are
proposed as follows:
H4a: Psychocentric personality negatively
affects destination satisfaction.
H4b: Mid-Centric has no effect on
destination satisfaction.
H4c: Allocentric personality positively
affects destination satisfaction.
Tourist Personality and Destination Loyalty
Several studies found that personality is
a determinant of loyalty (Kim, Suh, & Eves,
2010; Durukan & Bozaci, 2011). Although
the literature search has failed to reveal this
relationship in the tourism domain, there has
been the support that the two constructs have
a propensity to be interrelated if the research
is in a tourism environment. This study
employed two observable variables which
were the intention to revisit and the intention
to recommend to others to support the
destination loyalty construct, and Plog (1974,
2001) described the characteristics and
behaviors of Psychocentrics and Allocentrics
which were relevant to the intention to revisit
and the intention to recommend the
destination to others, the current study used
these descriptions to create the hypotheses.
The Mid- Centric personality is an average
personality (Plog, 1991). Therefore, it cannot

generate behaviors strong enough to
influence destination loyalty.
Psychocentric tourists prefer

destinations to which they are accustomed
and to avoid risky conditions, while
Allocentric tourists prefer new and different
destinations, and are able to take risks at a
moderate level (Plog, 1991; Plog, 1995; Plog,
2001). Consequently, tourists with higher
levels of Psychocentrism are more likely to
revisit a destination, while tourists with
higher degrees of Allocentrism are less likely
to revisit destinations. As Ferguson et al.,
2010 concluded, socially oriented persons
have the greater propensity to engage in
positive word- of-mouth. Psychocentrics are
sociable and like to keep company with
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others at their home, while Allocentrics are
unsociable and seek a personal space (Plog,
1991, 1995, 2001). Consequently, tourists
with higher degrees of Psychocentrism are
more likely to recommend a destination and
tourists with higher degrees of Allocentric
are less likely to recommend it. For this
reason, the hypotheses can be generated as:
H5a: Psychocentric personality positively
affects destination loyalty.
H5b: Mid-Centric personality has no effect
on destination loyalty.
H5c: Allocentric personality negatively
affects destination loyalty.

3. Methodology
The numbers of tourists traveling to
Bangkok, Phuket, and Chiang Mai during the
month of the survey in the year 2015 were
used to forecast the population of American
tourists traveling to these locations. As this
study conducted the questionnaire survey in
Chiang Mai (June 2016), and Phuket and
Bangkok (July 2016), the forecasted number
of the population was 56,757 for Bangkok,
4,657 for Phuket, and 2,818 for Chiang Mai.
This study first employed the purposive
sampling method, and afterward employed
the convenience random sampling method.
The researcher asked prospective
respondents who were waiting for their
departure flight at the three airports whether
they were American citizens who had visited
the three studied locations for leisure
purposes, and then asked whether they agreed
to participate in the survey. Boomsma and
Hoogland, (2001) and Kline (2005) suggest
that the minimum sample size for conducting
SEM is at least 200 samples to attain stable
test results. This study applied this rule to all
three of the types of personalities
( Psychocentric, Mid- Centric, and
Allocentric) were the main focus of the study.
A self- completion questionnaire
developed from the existing tool and relevant
literature was used as a data collection



instrument. The questionnaire was comprised
of five sections which aimed to measure and
collect data related to the four constructs and
the demographics and trip-related data of the
respondents. The first section was the
modified ten- question version of Plog’s
allocentric/psychocentric scale which helped
to categorize tourists into Psychocentric,
Mid- Centric, and Allocentric. The second
section was adapted from previous studies
that collected data related to tourist
motivation (Sangpikul, 2008; Dejtisak, Hurd,
Elkins, & Schlatter, 2009; Lusby & Story,
2013; Hsieh & Park, 2008; Mechinda,
Serirat, & Gulid 2009; Yiamjanya &
Wongleedee, 2014). This section measured
the push motivation and pull motivation of
tourists. The third section measured overall
destination satisfaction of tourists in three
perspectives, which were overall satisfaction
by comparing with the initial desire to take a
vacation, overall satisfaction by comparing
with expectations, and overall satisfaction in
general. The fourth section measured the
tourists’ destination loyalty by asking about
the tourists’ intention to revisit in two years,
their intention to revisit in four years, and
their intention to recommend the destination
to others. The last section asked tourists to
provide their demographic information and
trip-related data.

At the beginning of the survey, the study
tested the developed questionnaire with 30
tourists visiting each location, resulting in a
total number of 90 tourists from three
locations. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
values of all sections were higher than the
recommended level of 0.70 (Creswell, 2005)
as the value of the tourist motivation
dimension, destination satisfaction
dimension, and destination loyalty dimension
were 0.87, 0.91, and 0.83, respectively. All
respondents understood all of the questions,
and could complete the questionnaire in 10 -
25 minutes.
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As Americans tourists were the main
focus of this study, the study administered the
questionnaire survey at the Suvarnabhumi
International Airport for Bangkok, the
Phuket International Airport for Phuket, and
the Chiang Mai International Airport for
Chiang Mai. Collecting data from a specific
nationality at the airport by screening flights
tended to allow the study to access more
samples in a shorter period. This study set the
target amount of results from first- time
tourists for each destination at 550 results
with the anticipation that the summed amount
of questionnaires for each tourist personality
from these three studied locations would
reach the acceptable minimum sample size
for conducting SEM analysis, which is at
least 200 samples for each tourist personality
type. After collecting the data, the study
received 1,650 results from first- time
American tourists visiting all three studied
locations and achieved 221 results from
Psychocentric tourists, 1,217 results from
Mid- Centric tourists, and 212 results from
Allocentric tourists. All these results were
adequate for conducting the SEM analysis.

To analyze the data, this study used the
manual calculation to obtain
descriptive statistics; and used the Mplus
software to complete the purposes of this
study. Vinokur and Radcliff (2005) suggests
five major steps to conduct the SEM analysis,
which were used as the data analysis
approach of this study and include: (1) model
specification, (2) model identification, (3)
model estimation, (4) model valuation, and
(5) model re- specification. In the model
specification stage, the researcher creates the
measurement  model, identifies  the
observable factors used to measure each
latent factor and identifies the causal
relationship among all latent constructs
which were the focus of that research by
reviewing the previous theories and
literature. In the model identification stage,
the researcher determines whether the created



model can provide a unique solution to the
group of equations received from the
variances and covariance of the observable
variables. The rule for obtaining the unique
solution is to provide at least three observable
variables for each of the latent constructs.
The next stage is the model estimation in
which  researcher employs statistical
procedures by using software to estimate the
model’s parameters from data received from
the samples, for example, factor loading, and
coefficient of correlation. After estimating
the model’s parameters, the researcher
conducts the model valuation stage by
considering the parameters to measure how
well the collected empirical data fit the
hypothesized model.

Anderson and Gerbing (1988) suggest
that the researcher should evaluate and re-
specify the confirmatory measurement
models before examining structural equation
models to ensure that the observed indicators
extracted to reflect the same latent constructs
are truly interrelated and therefore reliable.
The last stage is the model re-specification
stage. When the researcher considers the
parameters and finds that the collected
empirical data does not fit the hypothesized
model, the researcher improves the
parameters in the model by using the
Modification Indices (MI) suggested by the
software. This index suggests what
parameters should be added or omitted and
which variables the researcher would allow
the error to co-vary in order to improve the
discrepancy between the empirical data and
the hypothesized model.

4. Results

The results of this study provided strong
evidence that American tourists visiting the
three studied locations in Thailand possessed
a homogenous psychographic profile as the
majority of respondents from all three
locations were Mid- Centrics ( 80% for
Bangkok, 71% for Phuket, and 70% for
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Chiang Mai). The study found all three types
of tourist at all three provinces. In Bangkok
and Phuket, the study found Mid- Centrics
most ( 80% for Bangkok and 71% for
Phuket), followed by Psychocentrics (19%
for Bangkok and 21% for Phuket) and
Allocentrics (1% for Bangkok and 9% for
Phuket) ; while, in Chiang Mai, the study
found Mid-Centrics most (70%), followed by
Allocentrics (29%) and Psychocentrics (1%).
By examining the combined results from the
three locations, there were quite equal
percentages of male and female respondents
as 52% were male and 48% were female.
Around half of the respondents ( 49% )
reported their age between 22 to 34 and the
second largest group of participants (22%)
reported their age as between 35 to 44. Most
of respondents were well educated people as
they had earned a college degree (51%). The
majority of respondents (43%) had monthly
household income between $4,000 and
$8,500. Most of the tourists (81%) stayed at
the destination between 1 -7 days.
Data analysis and results of Psychocentric
personality

The CFA is a method employed to
evaluate whether the measures of latent
construct are consistent with the study’s
understanding of the characteristics of that
latent construct. This study first employed the
pooled- CFA for the tourist motivation
construct, destination satisfaction construct,
and destination loyalty construct; and omitted
the variables which had non- significant
factor loading (p-value greater than 0.05).
The study omitted the variables and
conducted the pooled- CFA for all three
constructs again. The P-value of all factor
loading coefficients are less than 0.05, which
means that the factor loading of all variables
are significant at the 0.05 level (confidence
level is 95%).

After testing the CFA in the previous

stage, the study conducted the SEM analysis
on the overall model by using the fit indices



to measure the overall fit, which were 2,
x2/df, RMSEA, SRMR, TLI, and CFl. The
results from testing the initial theoretical
model showed that the y2 value was
significant (539.123 with p-value at 0.000),
and other fit indices were not acceptable
(x2/df= 5.391, RMSEA = 0.141, SRMR =
0.132, TLI = 0.587, and CFI = 0.656). When
the model does not fit well, it is possible to
improve the fit by freeing parameters in the
model by using the modification indices
suggested by the software. This function
suggests what variables that researcher would
allow the error to co-vary in order to make
the model fit considerably well. The study
revised the model by following the suggested
modification indices and found that results
showed better fit for most measures ( see
Table 1).

Hooper, Coughlan, and Mullen (2008)
suggested that when the model fits, the 2
value is likely to be relatively small and the
corresponding p-value must be greater than
0.05. The model had a y2 value of 176.536
with p-value of 0.000, which indicated a poor
fit. As the Chi-square test is a sensitive
measure which is frequently significant when
employed with large samples, the researcher
should consider other fit indices in
accompaniment with this measure. The
results showed that the x2/df was 2. 053,
which indicated a good fit based on the
suggestion of Gefen, Straub , and Boudreau
(2000) that the acceptable level was equal to
or less than 3. The results of TLI value
(0.901) and CFI value (0.929) reached the
acceptable threshold, as Hu & Bentler,

62

(1995) suggested that TLI and CFI should be
greater than 0. 90. Also, the results of
RMSEA value (0.069) and SRMR value
(0.069) reached the acceptable threshold, as
Sharma, Mukherjee, Kumar, & Dillon,
(2005) recommended that RMSEA should be
lower than 0.10 and Hu and Bentler (1999)
suggested that SRMR should be lower than
0.08. The hypothesized model structure fits
well with the empirical data.

Curkovié¢ (2012) suggested that during
conducting of the SEM analysis, research
should balance between good fitting models
and parameters that provide support for the
hypothesized model, rather than confirming
model fit only. By considering the
coefficients and p-value received from the
SEM analysis, the study was able to examine
the relationships among constructs which
were the focuses of this study (p-value < 0.05
was considered as significant). As presented
in Table 2, the results appear to support that
Psychographic personality positively
influences the motivation of tourists (H1a),
as indicated by the coefficient value of 0.451
at p- value of . 000; the motivation of
Psychocentrics negatively affects destination
satisfaction ( H2a) , as indicated by the
coefficient value of -1.093 at p-value of .000,
and Psychographic personality negatively
influences destination satisfaction (H4a), as
indicated by the coefficient value of -0.790 at
p-value of .000. However, the relationship
between  destination  satisfaction  of
Psychocentrics and destination loyalty (H3a),
and the relationship between Psychocentric
personality and the destination loyalty (H5a)
are not significant;



Table 1: Goodness of fit of the Psychocentric personality model

Fit Statistics Results Acceptable Threshold
12 176.536 (p=0.000) (p> 0.05) (Hooper et al., 2008)
Df 86
y2/df 2.053 < 3.00 (Gefen et al., 2000)
RMSEA 0.069 <0.10 (Sharma et al., 2005)
SRMR 0.069 < 0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999)
TLI 0.901 > 0.90 (Hu & Bentler, 1995)
CFlI 0.929 > 0.90 (Hu & Bentler, 1995)
Table 2: Results of testing hypotheses for the Psychocentric personality model
Hypotheses p Coefficient | p-value Test Results
Hla Psychocentric personality 0.451 0.000 Supported
positively affects the motivation
of tourists.
H2a Motivation of Psychocentrics -1.093 0.000 Supported
negatively affects destination
satisfaction.
H3a Destination satisfaction of -0.168 0. 140 Not supported
Psychocentrics positively affects
destination loyalty.
H4a Psychocentric personality -0.790 0.000 Supported
negatively affects destination
satisfaction.
H5a Psychocentric personality -0.014 0.898 Not supported
positively affects destination
loyalty.

as indicated by the coefficient value of
-0.168 at p-value of 0.140, and the coefficient
value of - 0. 014 at p- value of 0. 898,
respectively.
Data analysis and results of Mid-Centric
personality

This study first tested the constructs of
tourist motivation, destination satisfaction,
and destination loyalty by employing the
pooled- CFA and omitted observable
variables which had p-value of factor loading

63

greater than 0.05 as non-significant factor
loading which meant that the observable
variable was not a good variable to measure
the latent construct. The study omitted
variables from the measurement model and
conducted the pooled- CFA for all three
constructs again. Then, p-value of all factor
loadings coefficient are less than 0.05 which
means the factor loadings of all variables are
significant at the 0.05 level (confidence level
IS 95%).




After testing measurement models in the
previous stage, the study evaluated the
overall model by using fit indices to test
goodness- of- fit of the overall model. The
results from testing the initial theoretical
model showed that the x2value was
significant (5605.321, p = 0.000), and other
fit indices did not reach the acceptable levels
(x2/df = 20.68, RMSEA = 0.127, SRMR =
0.105, TLI = 0.485, and CFI = 0.535). By
examining the modification indices, the study
revised the model by following the suggested
modification indices and found that the
results showed better fit for most measures.
The results of the modified model appear in
Table 3. The %2 value was 854.688 and was
still significant as p-value was 0.000, and the
x2/ df value did not reach the acceptable
threshold as the recommended threshold for
x2/df is equal to or greater than 3.00 (Gefen
etal., 2000). However, RMSEA, SRMR, TLI
and CFI were at the acceptable threshold with
the value of RMSEA = 0.049, SRMR =
0.059, TLI = 0.922 and CFIl = 0.944 as the
recommended values for these fit index were
RMSEA <0.10 (Sharmaet al., 2005); SRMR
<0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999); TLI > 0.90; and
CFl > 0.90 (Hu & Bentler, 1995). The
hypothesized model showed an
acceptable fit to the observed data.

As presented in Table 4, the relationship
between Mid- Centric personality and the
motivation of tourists (H1b), the relationship
between Mid- Centric personality and
destination satisfaction ( H4b) , and the
relationship  between Mid-  Centric
personality and destination loyalty (H5b) are
not significant; as indicated by the coefficient
value of -0.027 at p-value of 0.164, the
coefficient value of -0.021 at p-value of
0.493, and the coefficient value of -0.027 at
p- value of 0. 395, respectively.
Consequently, H1b, H4b, and H5b are
supported by the empirical data.
Additionally, the study found that the
destination satisfaction of Mid- Centric
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positively affects destination loyalty (H3b) as
indicated by the coefficient value of 0.665 at
p-value of 0.000. However, the relationship
between the motivation of Mid- Centrics and
destination satisfaction ( H2b) was not
significant, since the results showed a
coefficient value of 0.020 at p-value of 0.308.
Data analysis and results of the Allocentric
personality

This study evaluated the tourist
motivation construct, destination satisfaction
construct, and destination loyalty construct
by employing the pooled- CFA, and then
omitted non-significant variables which had
p-value of factor loading greater than 0.05 as
these variables were redundant measures for
the measurement model. The study
conducted the pooled- CFA for all three
constructs again after removing the
insignificant variables from the measurement
models, making the p- value of all factor
loadings coefficient less than 0. 05, which
means the factor loadings of all variables are
significant at the 0.05 level (confidence level
is 95%).

The study used the SEM analysis to
evaluate the overall model, which is
comprised of modified constructs of tourist
motivation, destination satisfaction, and
destination loyalty to evaluate the goodness
of fitand relationships among constructs. The
results from evaluating the initial theoretical
model showed that all measures did not reach
the acceptable level. The y2 value was
significant (696.713, p = 0.000), and other fit
indices were not acceptable (2/df = 6.967,
RMSEA = 0.168, SRMR = 0.139, TLI =
0.611, and CFl = 0.675). By examining the
modification indices, the study modified the
model by following the suggested
modification indices and found



Table 3: Goodness of fit of the Mid-Centric personality model

Fit Statistics Results Acceptable Threshold
%2 854.688 (p=0.000) (p> 0.05) (Hooper et al., 2008)
df 215
y2/df 3.97 < 3.00 (Gefen et al., 2000)
RMSEA 0.049 < 0.10 (Sharma et al., 2005)
SRMR 0.059 < 0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999)
TLI 0.922 > 0.90 (Hu & Bentler, 1995)
CFlI 0.944 > 0.90 (Hu & Bentler, 1995)
Table 4: Results of testing the hypotheses for the Mid-Centric personality model
Hypotheses p Coefficient | p-value Test Results
Hilb Mid-Centric personality has no | -0.027 0.164 Supported
effect on the motivation of
tourists.
H2b Motivation of Mid Centrics 0.020 0.308 Not supported
positively affects destination
satisfaction.
H3b Destination satisfaction of 0.665 0.000 Supported
Mid Centrics positively affects
destination loyalty.
H4b Mid Centric personality hasno | -0.021 0.493 Supported
effect on destination satisfaction.
H5b Mid-Centric personality has no | -0.027 0.395 Supported
effect on destination loyalty.

that results showed a better fit for most
measures. Though the results showed that the
y2value was still significant (156.829, p =
0.000), and the SRMR value (0.107) did not
fall within acceptable range (< 0.08) as
recommended by Hu and Bentler (1999); all
results of remaining four fit indices reached
the acceptable threshold (y2/df = 2.341,
RMSEA = 0.080, TLI = 0.912, and CFI =
0.951) as the recommended value for y2/df =
< 3.00 ( Gefen et al., 2000) ; RMSEA
< 0.10 (Sharma et al., 2005); TLI > 0.90;
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and CFI > 0.90 (Hu & Bentler, 1995). The
hypothesized model showed an acceptable fit
to the observed data (Table 5).

As presented in Table 6, the results
appear to support most hypotheses that
Allocentric personality positively affects the
motivation of tourists (H1c) (indicated by the
coefficient value of .190 at p-value of .000),
motivation of Allocentrics positively affects
the destination satisfaction (H2c) (indicated
by the coefficient value of 0.487 at p-value of
.000); destination satisfaction




Table 5: Goodness of fit of the Allocentric personality model

Fit Statistics Results Acceptable Threshold
%2 156.829 (p=0.000) (p> 0.05) (Hooper et al., 2008)
df 67
y2/df 2.341 < 3.00 (Gefen et al., 2000)
RMSEA 0.080 < 0.10 (Sharma et al., 2005)
SRMR 0.107 < 0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999)
TLI 0.912 > 0.90 (Hu & Bentler, 1995)
CFlI 0.951 > 0.90 (Hu & Bentler, 1995)
Table 6: Results of testing hypotheses for the Allocentric personality model
Hypotheses p Coefficient | p-value Test Results
Hic Allocentric personality 0.190 0.000 Supported
positively affects the motivation
of tourists.
H2c Motivation of Allocentrics 0.487 0.000 Supported
positively affects destination
satisfaction.
H3c Destination satisfaction of 0.635 0.000 Supported
Allocentrics positively affects
destination loyalty.
H4c Allocentric personality 0.582 0.000 Supported
positively affects destination
satisfaction.
H5c Allocentric personality -0.181 0.067 Not supported
negatively affects destination
loyalty.

of Allocentrics positively affects destination
loyalty (H3c) (indicated by the coefficient
value of 0.635 at p-value of .000); and
Allocentric personality positively affects
destination satisfaction (H4c) (indicated by
the coefficient value of 0.582 at p-value of
.000) (p-value < 0.05 was considered as
significant) . However, the relationship
between  Allocentric  personality and
destination loyalty (H5c) was not significant
as indicated by the coefficient value of
-0.181 at p-value of 0.067.
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5. Conclusion and implications

The results of this research indicate that
the majority of respondents from all three
destinations in Thailand were Mid- Centric
tourists. Plog (2001) placed Thailand as a
destination with Near-Venturer tourists. This
study grouped Near- Venturer personality
into Mid- Centric as the appropriate scale
used in this study classifies tourists as
Psychocentric or Dependable, Mid- Centric,
Allocentric or Venturer only and Plog




classified Near-Venturer as a sub-group of
Mid- Centrics. Plog’s tourist personality and
destination choice map appears in the study
by Plog ( 2001) that was conducted
approximately 15 years ago. The placement
of Thailand on this map tends to move from
a destination for Near-Venturer tourists to a
destination for Mid- Centric tourists because
as time passes, most destinations are likely to
become developed. Consequently, the major
psychographic profile of tourists visiting the
three locations is comparable to the expected
results derived from tourist personality and
the destination choice map in the study by
Plog (2001).

The findings of this study indicate that
Psychographic personality and Allocentric
personality positively influence tourist
motivation, which are consistent with the
initial expectations of the study. When
employing tourism-specific personality as in
this study, the results are in agreement with
previous  studies employing  generic
personality in that there is a relationship
between personality and tourist motivation
(Pizam et al., 2004; Abbate & Di Nuovo,
2013) . The results moreover indicate that
Mid- Centric personality has no effect on
tourist motivation, which also supports the
initial expectations of this study generated by
the inconsistent and flexibility characteristics
of Mid-Centric personality (Plog, 1991).

As the study expected the existence of a
relationship between the tourist motivation of
all three personalities ( Psychocentric, Mid-
Centric, and Allocentric) and destination
satisfaction; the results indicated that only the
motivation of Psychographics and the
motivation of Allocentrics influenced
destination satisfaction, while the motivation
of Mid-Centrics had no impact on destination
satisfaction. The findings of Psychographics
and Allocentrics provide empirical evidence
that support, while the findings of Mid-
Centrics provide empirical evidence that
contrasts previous studies that found an
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interrelationship between tourist motivation
and destination satisfaction (Yoon & Uysal,
2005, Qiao et al., 2008, Correia et al., 2013).

As the study expected the existence of a
relationship between destination satisfaction
of all three personalities ( Psychocentric,
Mid- Centric, and Allocentric) and
destination loyalty; the results indicated that
only the destination satisfaction of Mid-
Centrics and the destination satisfaction of
Allocentrics influences destination loyalty,
while the destination satisfaction of
Psychocentrics has no impact on destination
loyalty. The findings on Mid- Centrics and
Allocentrics provides empirical evidence that
support this, while the findings on
Psychocentrics provide empirical evidence
that contrast previous researches that found a
relationship between destination satisfaction
and destination loyalty (Yoon & Uysal, 2005;
Chi & Qu, 2008; Maas, 2013; Chindaprasert
et al., 2015).

The results of this study indicated that
Psychocentric personality negatively
influenced and Allocentric personality
positively influenced destination satisfaction,
which were consistent with the initial
expectations of this study. When tourism-
specific typology is employed as in this
study, the results are in agreement with
previous  studies employing  generic
personality to investigate the relationship
with consumer satisfaction in that there is a
relationship  between personality and
consumption satisfaction ( Mooradian &
Oliver, 1997, Hendriks et al. , 2006 and
Siddiqui, 2012). Additionally, the results
indicated that Mid-Centric personality has no
effect on tourist motivation, which also
supports the initial expectations of this study
generated by the inconsistent and flexible
characteristics of the Mid-Centric personality
(Plog, 1991).

Although the study expected that only
Mid- Centric personality would not have a
relationship with destination loyalty as it was



an average personality which does not
generate any degree of characteristics intense
enough to influence any factor, the results of
this study showed that it was not only Mid-
Centric, but also Psychocentric and
Allocentric personality that had no impact on
destination satisfaction. The findings on
Psychocentrism and Allocentrism provide
empirical evidence that contrast previous
studies which found an interrelation between
personality and loyalty (Kim et al., 2010;
Durukan & Bozaci, 2011), and rejected the
interrelationship between tourist personality
and destination loyalty of this study which
was inferred from the relevant behaviors of
Psychocentrics and Allocentrics described in
Plog’s typology descriptions (Plog, 1991).
The results of this study provide several
managerial implications for DMOs who are
responsible for promoting and conducting
marketing activities for Bangkok, Phuket and
Chiang Mai. First, the results showed that the
majority of respondents from all three
locations were Mid- Centrics ( 76% for
Bangkok, 67% for Phuket, and 66% for
Chiang Mai). Therefore, the DMOs of all
three destinations should conduct targeting of
Mid- Centric American tourists as a major
target for the American tourist market. The
DMO of Chiang Mai province should also
focus on Allocentrics as a minor target due to
the results indicating that 34% of the
respondents were Allocentric tourists, while
the DMO of Bangkok province and Phuket
province should also focus on Psychocentrics
as a minor target due to the results showing
that 24% of the respondents from Bangkok
and 23% of the respondents from Phuket
were Psychocentric tourists. Targeting of
specific groups after conducting
segmentation helps DMOs to better
communicate critical destination attributes to
appeal to and pursue targeted tourists
(Gartner, 1989; Kotler, Bowen, & Makens,
2006; Pike, 2012) . It also makes the
destination able to specialize in the needs of
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a specific group and become the greatest in
supplying for that group (Dolnicar, 2008).
Second, the results of the Psychocentric
model demonstrated that (1) Psychographic
personality  positively  influences the
motivation of tourists by having “to spend
time with friends/family”, “to enjoy and have
fun”, “nightlife activity and entertainment”,
“to escape ordinary or routine environments
at home”, “shopping malls and night
markets” as the most five important
observable variables to measure motivation
construct; ( 2) Psychocentric personality
negatively affects destination satisfaction;
and ( 3) motivation of Psychocentrics
negatively affects destination satisfaction.
These results mean that (1) Psychocentric
tourists have the five most important motives
to visit the studied locations which are “to
spend time with friends/ family”, “to enjoy
and have fun”, “nightlife activity and
entertainment”, “to escape ordinary or
routine environments at home”, “shopping
malls and night markets” and tourists with
higher degree of Psychocentrism tend to
have a higher level of these motives; ( 2)
Psychocentric tourists with a higher degree of
Psychocentrism tend to be more difficult to
satisfy; and (3) Psychocentric tourists who
have a higher level of motivation tend to have
a lower level of destination satisfaction due
to the impact of Psychocentrism and
destination performance that is below their
acceptable level.  Therefore, if DMOs
conduct targeting on this segment, DMOs
should generate marketing initiatives that
correspond to the  motivation  of
Psychocentrics by paying more attention to
the details of the created marketing initiatives
due to the hard- to- please characteristic of
Psychocentrics. For example, the DMO of
Bangkok may create temporary Thai night
markets by focusing on international tourists
which includes American tourists as a part of
the target group. During the event, the
organizer should provide several forms of



assistance  that correspond to the
characteristics  and preferences of
Allocentrics, for instance, having proactive
tourist service officers who can speak fluent
English and making hamburger stands
available. The reason is that this type of
tourist expects foreigners to speak English,
and prefers a familiar atmosphere which is
similar to their home country (Plog, 1991).
Third, the results of the Mid- Centric
model demonstrated that (1) the five most
important observable variables that measure
motivation constructs  were “spa and
massage”, “interesting rural countryside”,
“nightlife activity and entertainment”, “to
enhance my knowledge”, and “to see and
experience something new and exciting”; and
( 2) the destination satisfaction of Mid-
Centrics  positively affects destination
loyalty. These findings mean that (1) Mid-
Centric tourists have the five most important
motives to visit the studied locations which
are spa and massage”, “interesting rural
countryside”,  “nightlife  activity = and
entertainment”, “to enhance my knowledge”,
and “to see and experience something new
and exciting”; and (2) Mid-Centric tourists
who have higher level of destination
satisfaction tend to have a higher level of
destination loyalty. To make this type of
tourists, who are flexible and the most easy to
motivate compared to Psychocentrics and
Allocentrics, have destination loyalty, DMOs
should focus on improving destination
features that can respond to the motivation of
Mid-Centric tourists in order to satisfy them.
Fourth, the results of the Allocentric
model demonstrated that ( 1) Allocentric
personality  positively influences the
motivation of tourists by having “historical
places, cultural places, and temples”, “to see
and experience something new and exciting”,
“Thai food and local cuisine”, “to enhance
my knowledge”, and “to find thrills and being
adventuresome” as the five most important
observable variables to measure the
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motivation construct, ( 2)  Allocentric
personality positively affects destination
satisfaction, (3) motivation of Allocentrics
positively affects destination satisfaction, and
(4) the destination satisfaction of Allocentric
positively affects the destination loyalty.
These results mean that ( 1) Allocentric
tourists have five important motives to visit
the studied locations, which are “historical
places, cultural places, and temples”, “to see
and experience something new and exciting”,
“Thai food and local cuisine”, “to enhance
my knowledge”, and “to find thrills and being
adventuresome” and tourists with a higher
degree of Allocentrism tend to have a higher
level of these motives; ( 2) Allocentric
tourists with a higher degree of Allocentrism
tend to be much easier to satisfy; ( 3)
Allocentric tourists who have a higher level
of mativation tend to have a higher level of
destination satisfaction due to the impact of
Allocentrism and destination performance
that are higher than their acceptable levels;
and (4) Allocentric tourists who have a higher
level of destination satisfaction tend to have
a higher level of destination loyalty. For this
reason, DMOs that focus on this segment
should create marketing initiatives that
correspond to the motivation of Allocentric
tourists by giving moderate attention to
details of created marketing initiatives due to
the easy- to- please characteristic of
Allocentrics. For example, the DMO of
Chiang Mai may create Thai art
and antiquities events by focusing on
international  tourists  which  include
American tourists as a part of the target
group. During the event, DMOs can provide
only photo captions under the pictures and
history brochures without providing any
assistance from the tour guides due to the fact
that Allocentrics are self-confident, enjoy a
sense of discovery, and learn about
destinations before and during their travels
(Plog, 1991).



DMOs should generate marketing
initiatives that correspond to the motivation
of Psychocentrics by giving more attention to
the details of created marketing initiatives
due to the hard-to- please characteristic of
Psychocentrics. For example, the DMO of
Bangkok may create temporary Thai night
markets by focusing on international tourists
which include American tourists as a part of
the target group. During the event, the DMO
should provide several forms of assistance
that correspond to the characteristics and
preferences of Allocentrics, for instance,
having proactive tourist service officers who
can speak fluent English and making
hamburger stands available. The reason is
that this type of tourist expects foreigners to
speak English, and prefers a familiar
atmosphere which is similar to their home
country (Plog, 1991).
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