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Нижний Новгород является одним из одиннадцати городов России, в которых в 2018 г. пройдѐт Чемпио-

нат мира по футболу. Ожидается, что мероприятие увеличит число прибывающих в город внутренних и ино-

странных туристов и привлечѐт внимание к вопросам совершенствования туристического предложения и к 

формированию положительных впечатлений от посещения города у туристов. В статье исследуются факторы 

эффективности дестинации, восприятия рисков, осведомлѐнности и профиля туристов, поскольку именно эти 

факторы влияют на отношение туристов к дестинации после ее посещения в рамках внутренних поездок. 

Данные были получены в 2013 г. через онлайн-опрос лиц, посетивших г. Нижний Новгород. Было установле-

но, что на намерение вновь посетить дестинацию и готовность рекомендовать город в социальных сетях, а 

также при личном общении влияют эффективность дестинации и проблемы, связанные с проездом. Результа-

ты исследования могут помочь в формировании стратегии развития туризма в Нижнем Новгороде, определе-

нии областей для распределения ресурсов и позиционирования Нижнего Новгорода среди других историче-

ских российских городов в Европейской части страны. 
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Being a vast country geographically, the Rus-

sian Federation has many tourist resources – histor-

ic, cultural, natural, ethnographic, etc. – at its dis-

posal, but its potential as a premier tourism destina-

tion has not yet materialized (Horner & 

Swarbrooke, 2004). To realize that potential, atten-

tion should be given not only to traditional tourist 

centers such as Moscow and St. Petersburg, but to 

other regions as well. Cities have always been and 

continue to be popular tourist destinations, alt-

hough different cities are visited for different rea-

sons (Borg, 1994; Peters & Pikkemaat, 2003). “Big 

cities” and “interesting old cities” are part of the 

Russian destination image (Stepchenkova & Morri-

son, 2008), and Nizhny Novgorod (Nizhny) is con-

sidered one of these cities. Nizhny is among the 

five largest cities in Russia with a population of 1.3 

million people, and it is often called the third capi-

tal of Russia, after Moscow and St. Petersburg. The 

city was founded in 1221 on two great rivers, the 

Volga and the Oka, and is famous for its historic 

places, cultural significance, outstanding architec-

ture, and picturesque views. There are 874 objects 

of cultural and historic interest in the city of Nizh-

ny Novgorod (Kuftiryov, 2011), with the Kremlin 

fortress epitomizing the city’s historic, architectur-

al, and cultural heritage. The Nizhny Novgorod 

Region possesses several hundred museums, galler-

ies, and exhibition centers, as well as important 

national and world heritage sites Makariev Monas-

tery and Serafimo-Diveevsky Monastery (Avralev 

& Efimova, 2011). 

Russia will host two mega-events which are ex-

pected to bring an influx of both international and 

domestic tourists to various parts of the country: 

the 2014 Winter Olympic Games in Sochi and the 

2018 FIFA World Cup, where Nizhny Novgorod 

will be one of eleven cities to host the event. Be-

sides building new tourist infrastructure, hosting 

mega-events sharply increases destination visibility 

and awareness, enhances destination image, and 

translates tourists’ evaluation of destinations per-

formance into word-of-mouth post-visitation be-

havior (Gartner, 1989; Gibson et al., 2008; 

Kaplanidou, 2009; Ritchie & Smith, 1991). Prior to 

the mega-events of such scope and influence, stud-

ies of destination tourism from various perspectives 

are advisable. Tourism research potentially can 

help the Ministry of the Development of Small 

Business, Consumer Market and Services in Nizh-

ny Novgorod Region, a government body responsi-

ble for development of tourism industry in the area, 

coordinate the tourism-development strategies in 

the city and better prepare to meet tourist needs in 

the future. 

In the competitive marketplace, with many des-

tinations for tourists to choose from, the destination 

management organizations pay attention to tourists’ 
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evaluations of destination performance, risks asso-

ciated with visiting the destination, and post-

visitation behavior including word-of-mouth and 

intention to revisit. Destinations, as complex prod-

ucts, evaluated by current and potential tourists 

along a number of attributes (e.g., climate, hotels, 

attractions), compared to and contrasted against 

available alternatives, and results of this mental 

process form a basis of destination choice (Gensch, 

1978). Making a final decision about the destina-

tion, travelers also consider risks associated with 

the trip (e.g., Sonmez, 1998; Sonmez & Graefe, 

1998b; Floyd et al., 2004). Perceptions of high 

risks may result in a decrease in visitations to the 

destination, both for international and domestic 

tourists (Sonmez & Graefe, 1998a). In addition, 

tourists communicate destination image and their 

experiences with the destination to their friends, 

relatives, co-workers, and other people, both off-

line and online. This word-of-mouth has been rec-

ognized as a powerful factor in influencing destina-

tion perceptions and intention to visit (e.g., Opper-

man, 2000; Kozak, 2001; Simpson & Singuaw, 

2008). In the “tourist-destination” relationship, 

characteristics of the tourists are very important. 

Familiarity with the destination (e.g., first-timers or 

repeat visitors), primary reason for visiting (e.g., 

leisure or business), overall risk profile, travel 

characteristics and party composition, demographic 

and psychographic information are all been shown 

to influence tourist behavior (e.g., Lehto et al., 

2001; Sonmez & Graefe, 1998; Um et al., 2006). 

Thus, given the need for studying tourists to 

Nizhni Novgorod, Russia, this study aims to an-

swer the following research questions: 

1. How do tourists to Nizhni evaluate destina-

tion performance? 

2. How do tourists perceive risks associated 

with travel to Nizhni? 

3. Which factors – destination performance, 

risk perceptions, familiarity, or tourist type – are 

the best predictors of intention to revisit Nizhni? 

4. Which factors – destination performance, 

risk perceptions, familiarity, or tourist type – are 

the best predictor of positive word-of-mouth activi-

ty about Nizhni? 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Destination Performance 

The importance of destination performance con-

struct has been recognized in academic literature 

(e.g., Kozak, 2002; Um et al., 2006), as the feed-

back from visitors show strengths and weaknesses 

of the destination and can be used to compare des-

tinations to one another (Kozak, 2002). Perfor-

mance evaluations bring attention to poorly per-

forming attributes, so that these areas can be 

brought up to standard (Kozak, 2002). On the tour-

ist part, the level of product and/or service perfor-

mance can cause satisfaction or dissatisfaction with 

the experience at the destination (Kozak, 2002; 

Churchill & Surprenant, 1982; Tse & Wilton, 1988; 

Um et al., 2006). Two major schools in measuring 

customer satisfaction relevant to the tourism indus-

try are identified in the literature (Kozak & Rim-

mington, 2000). One school measures the gap be-

tween expectations prior to the trip and the actual 

performance of the destination (Chon & Uysal, 

2005; Churchill & Surprenant, 1982; Parasurman et 

al., 1985; Pizam & Milman, 1993). The other 

school, known as Nordic school, focuses on the 

destination performance only, stating that satisfac-

tion is the result of the actual performance of the 

destination, thus, disregarding the expectations a 

person had before traveling (Pizam et al., 1993). 

The Nordic model shows that the destination per-

formance evaluations and the initial expectations 

the person has about the destination prior to the 

visit should be considered independently (Tse & 

Wilton, 1988; Yoon & Uysal, 2005). The model 

that disregards expectations is often preferred be-

cause it can be used even in situations when visi-

tors know little about the destination prior to visit-

ing it (Yoon & Uysal, 2005). 

Product performance can be characterized as 

post-consumption evaluative judgments (Mano & 

Oliver, 1993). While destinations are much more 

complex products than fast-moving consumer 

goods and are characterized by the high level of 

consumer involvement at all stages of product con-

sumption, their performance is often measured as 

the sum of tourists’ evaluations of various destina-

tion attributes (Danaher & Arweiler, 1996; Church-

ill & Surprenant, 1982; Qu & Li, 1997; Kozak & 

Rimmington, 2000). Some of these attributes like 

for example, climate, accommodations, or restau-

rants, are of a more tangible nature, while other 

attributes, like, for example, level of development, 

safety, or service, are of a more psychological na-

ture (Echtner & Ritchie, 1993). Some attributes are 

common to all destinations (e.g., accommodations), 

while other are destination-specific (e.g., beaches). 

For the city of Nizhni Novgorod being an urban 

destination, the literature review was conducted 

with respect to the most parsimonious instrument to 

measure urban destination performance. The survey 

by Haywood & Muller (1988) was adopted for the 

study. 

Risk Perception 

Risks associated with travel to a particular des-

tination influence the lasting destination image 

formation (Sonmez & Graefe, 1998b). These risks 

can even outweigh the favorably perceived features 
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that the destination possesses and alter the deci-

sion-making process (Floyd et al., 2004; Sonmez & 

Graefe, 1999a, 1998b). Tourism products are in-

tangible for the most part and are consumed at the 

time of production; the consequence of this process 

is that the perceived risks are most likely to be high 

(Roehl & Fesenmaier, 1992). The higher the per-

ceived risks, the more tourists will tend to avoid the 

destination, resulting in a decrease in visitations 

(Floyd & Pennington-Gray, 2004; Fuchs & 

Reichel, 2006). High perceived risks can influence 

tourists to pursue other travel plans, change their 

destination choice, modify their travel behavior, or 

search for additional information if they decide to 

continue with their travel plans (Reisinger & Ma-

vondo, 2005). 

The need for safety, security, and stress-free 

trips is one of the key determinants of future travel 

intentions (Reisinger & Mavondo, 2005). As a re-

sult, one of the factors that influence the process of 

decision-making is often associated with a choice, 

the consequences of which are uncertain, and some 

of these consequences are more desirable than oth-

ers (Fuchs & Reichel, 2006; Roehl & Fesenmaier, 

1992; Sonmez & Graefe, 1998b). Risk in tourism is 

defined as perceptions and experiences of tourists 

during the process of purchasing and consuming 

travel services (Tsaur et al., 1997). The degree of 

risk associated with traveling depends on several 

factors such as, for example, means of transporta-

tion used, the facilities and activities offered at the 

destination, and the customs and environment in 

the area, to name just a few (Tsaur et al., 1997). 

Perception of risks can vary according to the tour-

ists' characteristics as well (Barker et al., 2003; 

Floyd et al., 2004; Reisinger & Mavondo, 2005; 

Roehl & Fesemaier, 1992; Simpson & Siguaw, 

2008a; Sonmez & Graefe, 1998b). Another factor 

contributing to the differences in the level of risk 

perception among travelers is previous experience 

with the destination, which is believes to positively 

influence risk perception, as tourists tend to feel 

safer about traveling to a destination they have pre-

viously visited (Floyd et al., 2004; Lepp & Gibson, 

2003). 

There are several types of risks identified by the 

literature, and the importance of each depends on 

the situation (Maser & Weiermair, 1998; Roehl & 

Fesemaier, 1992). The risk types related to the tour-

ism industry were identified as (1) time – not per-

forming on time or wasting time; (2) financial – the 

risk of losing money invested in a product or ser-

vice if the product or service fails to meet expecta-

tions; (3) physical – the risk of physical harm, such 

as injury or illness; (4) psychological – the fear that 

the purchased product will not be compatible with 

the self-image of the traveler or reflect negatively 

on him/her; (5) satisfaction – not living up to the 

traveler’s expectations; (6) social – the risk that the 

purchase will not conform to the visitor’s stand-

ards, lead to losing personal and social status, 

and/or lowering status; and (7) functional or per-

formance – not performing or delivering the bene-

fits to the tourists, and not meeting their needs 

(Floyd et al., 2004; Fuchs & Reichel, 2006; Roehl 

& Fesemaier, 1992). Three other types of risks, i.e., 

health, political instability, and terrorism, were 

added later, of which terrorism and political insta-

bility were found to be of particular concern (Lepp 

& Gibson, 2003; Sonmez & Graefe, 1998a; 1998b). 

The importance of specific types of risks depends 

on individual differences among travelers (Roehl & 

Fesenmaier, 1992; Sonmez & Graefe, 1998b). 

Post-Visitation Behavior 

The revisit intention, as well as positive word-

of-mouth, are considered to be the most important 

behavioral consequences in destination experience 

(Chen & Tsai, 2007; Opperman, 2000; Simpson & 

Singuaw, 2008; Wang & Hsu, 2010). The intention to 

revisit has been studied in the tourism literature and is 

considered to be the sign of the destination loyalty 

(Assaker et al., 2011; Chi & Qu, 2008). Five main 

reasons why people revisit destinations were identi-

fied: (1) risk reduction associated with the content of 

the particular destination, including the unawareness 

of the alternatives or the fear that these alternatives are 

not as desirable as known destination; (2) risk reduc-

tion associated with finding the same kind of people; 

(3) emotional attachment to a destination; (4) further 

exploration of the destination; (5) showing the desti-

nation to other people and sharing the experience 

(Gitelson & Crompton, 1984). Based on the tourists’ 

temporal destination revisit intention, the following 

tourists segmentation was proposed: (1) continuous 

repeaters – those who visit the destination with con-

sistently high revisit intentions over time; (2) deferred 

repeaters – those tourists who have low level of revisit 

intentions in the short-term, but high revisit intentions 

in the mid-term and long-term; and (3) continuous 

switchers – travelers with consistently low revisit in-

tentions over time (Feng & Jang, 2004). The 

timeframes can be considered as following: short- 

term – less than one year, mid-term – 1-3years, long-

term – 3-5 years (Feng & Jang, 2004). Satisfaction 

with the trip and tourists’ positive experience at the 

destination were found to be an important anteced-

ent of repeat visitations (Bigne et al., 2001; Fakeye 

& Crompton, 1991; Hui et al., 2007; Kozak, 2001; 

Murphy et al., 2000; Pritchard & Havitz, 2006). 

Word-of-mouth can be defined as “informal, 

person-to-person communication between a per-

ceived noncommercial communicator and a receiv-
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er regarding a brand, a product, an organization or 

a service” (Harrison-Walker, 2001, p. 63). Word-

of-mouth is an indicator of the tourist’s desire to 

continue the relationship with the destination as 

well as one of the most reliable sources of infor-

mation that people take in considerations in their de-

cision-making processs (Chi & Qu, 2008; Choi et al., 

2011; Litvin et al., 2008; Opperman, 2000; Simpson 

& Singuaw, 2008; Wang & Hsu, 2010). The negative 

word-of-mouth has been shown to have a devastating 

impact on the destination selection process (Litvin et 

al., 2008; Morgan et al., 2003). Those who have visit-

ed the destination several times or have been to the 

destination recently tend to provide more positive 

word-of-mouth, simply because they can easily recall 

the experience (Oppermann, 2000). Word-of-mouth 

can be considered as the least expensive advertise-

ment tools, as well as one of the most powerful, in 

affecting people’s feelings and behavior, in particu-

lar, friends and family of those who visited the des-

tination (Simpson & Singuaw, 2008; Tiefenbacher 

et al., 2000). 

Familiarity and Tourist Types Factors 

The literature review indicates that evaluations 

of destination performance and risks associated 

with travel to the destination influence each of the 

two types of post-visitation behavior: intention to 

revisit and positive word-of-mouth. Scholars also 

emphasize familiarity with the destination as an 

important factor influencing destination perceptions 

and the desire of tourists to revisit it (Baloglu, 

2001; Milman & Pizam, 1995; Stepchenkova & 

Morrison, 2008). Familiarity represents a key mar-

keting variable in segmenting and targeting the po-

tential visitors. Familiarity can be understood as 

previous experience with a destination (experience 

dimension) and knowledge about it (information 

dimension). Familiarity as experience can be meas-

ured as the number of previous visits to the destina-

tion or as “first-timers” vs. “repeaters” distinction. 

The information dimension of familiarity has been 

previously operationalized as having friends or rel-

atives at the destination (Stepchenkova & Morri-

son, 2008) or following news about the destination. 

Those tourists who are familiar with the destination 

are, generally, more favorable towards that destina-

tion and more likely to travel there (Baloglu, 2001; 

Milman & Pizam, 1995; Wang & Hsu, 2010). Pri-

mary purpose to visit destination, which has been 

conceptualized as tourist type, that is, leisure, busi-

ness, VFR, or other, is another market segmenta-

tion variable, helpful for destination marketing or-

ganizations in their product development and 

communication efforts. 

The study investigates factors of destination 

performance, risk perception, familiarity, and tour-

ist type as they affect post-visitation behavior in the 

context of domestic travel to a large urban destina-

tion. 

METHODS 

Instrument 

The instrument consisted of the following 

groups of questions: (1) respondents’ profile, (2) 

evaluation of destination performance, (3) percep-

tion of travel risks, and (4) post-visitation behavior. 

The first group of questions asked about the pur-

pose of the trip, the frequency of visitation in last 4 

years, the length of stay during the latest trip, the 

primary purpose for visiting Nizhni Novgorod, as 

well as demographic information. The second 

group of questions asked about destination perfor-

mance along 17 dimensions which were taken from 

the urban experience survey by Haywood & Muller 

(1988) with minor adaptation to the case of Nizhny. 

All destination performance items were measured 

on the 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree; 5 = 

strongly disagree). The third group of questions 

dealt with perceptions of risks associated with trav-

el to Nizhni. The items were taken from the litera-

ture (Floyd et al., 2004; Floyd & Pennington-Gray, 

2004) with minor adaptations and used the 5-point 

Likert scale (1 = strongly agree; 5 = strongly disa-

gree). The last group of questions included items 

that measured post-visitation behavior as intention 

to revisit the destination and as engaging into a 

positive word-of-mouth (PWOM) behavior after 

visitation. The intention to revisit measure consist-

ed of three items (short-term, long-term, and over-

all intention to revisit) adopted from Lee et al. 

(2004) and used the 5-point Likert scale (1 = 

strongly agree; 5 = strongly disagree). Five PWOM 

“yes”/”no” items reflected whether a particular 

tourist engaged in speaking positively about Nizhni 

to their friends, family, and other people, as well as 

online (Jang & Feng, 2007; Lee et al., 2004). The 

number of “yes” answers represented the person’s 

composite PWOM score. 

Data Collection 

The target population of the study was defined 

as Russian domestic tourists who have been to 

Nizhny Novgorod in the last 4 years (2009-2012). 

Domestic tourists were understood as people who 

travel away from home for a distance at least 50 

miles (one way) for business, pleasure, personal 

affairs or any other purpose except to commute to 

work, whether s/he stays overnight or returns the 

same day. The time frame of four years was set to 

avoid difficulties in recalling tourist experiences 

with the destination (Kozak, 2002; Kozak & Rim-

mington, 1999). The data were collected in the last 

two weeks of January, 2013 through social net-

works Vkontakte and Facebook. Several “open” 
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and “closed” groups and communities within these 

social networks were identified as suitable for the 

study, based on their primary purpose (i.e., travel, 

Nizhni Novgorod) and the number of participants. 

Moderators of the communities were approached 

with the request to help with the study and post the 

invitation to participate in the study on the group 

forums and community message boards. Two re-

minders were issued during the two weeks of data 

collection. The total number of qualified responses 

was 468. Responses that were less than 50% com-

plete and responses that were filled out by those 

who stayed in Nizhny Novgorod for more than 6 

months were removed. The number of usable re-

sponses was 283. 

Data Analysis: Regression Model 

To find out the best predictor of post-visitation 

behavior, the regression analysis was conducted. 

The first dependent variable was intention to revisit 

(REVISIT), and the second dependent variable was 

composite PWOM (positive word-of-mouth) score. 

Based on the literature review, several predictors of 

post-visitation behavior were identified, such as 

reasons for visiting, how well tourists know the 

destination, how risky they perceive the destination 

to be for travel, and how they perceive that destina-

tion’s tourism offer. Reasons for visiting the desti-

nation were operationalized by the variable tourist 

type (TT) that reflected whether a person was lei-

sure, business, or VFR (visiting friends and rela-

tives) tourist. The familiarity variable was opera-

tionalized as the number of previous visits to Nizh-

ny Novgorod (FAMILIAR). The overall risk per-

ception (RISK) and the overall destination perfor-

mance (PERFORM) variables were the averages of 

the respective survey items. Thus, the models were 

expressed as follows: 

Model 1: REVISIT = a + b1 TT + b2 FAMILIAR 

+ b3 RISK + b4 PERFORM + e 

Model 2: PWOM = a + b1 TT + b2 FAMILIAR 

+ b3 RISK + b4 PERFORM + e 

RESULTS 

Respondents’ Profile 

Questions about respondents’ gender, marital 

status, age, education, and income were analyzed to 

obtain the respondents’ demographic profile (Table 

1). In the sample, two thirds were female (66.3%) 

and approximately one third was male (32.6%). A 

split between single and married or partnered was 

57.6% and 34.6%, respectfully. Age was reported 

Table 1: Respondents’ Profile 

Variable Levels Freq Valid % Variable Levels Freq Valid %

Gender Male 89 32.6 Familiarity First-comers 70 25.0

Female 181 66.3 Repeat visitors 210 75.0

Prefer not to answer 3 1.1

Education Less than High School 3 1.1 Length of stay One-day trip 57 20.5

High School Graduate 12 4.5 during the most Overnight 221 79.5

Some College 57 21.3 recent visit

College Degree 166 62.3

Technical School 14 5.2

Advance Degree 9 3.4

Prefer not to answer 6 2.2

Age 18-24 128 48.5 Primary reason Leisure 90 32.3

25-34 93 35.2 for visiting Business 67 24

35-44 16 6 Nizhni VFR 104 37.3

45-54 4 1.5 Other 18 6.4

65 and older 2 0.8

Prefer not to answer 21 8

Marital Single 155 57.6 Number of visits 1-2 99 35.4

Status Partnered/Married 93 34.6 in the kast 4 3-5 52 18.6

Divorced 15 5.6 years 6-10 70 25

Separated 2 0.7 11 and more 59 21

Prefer not to answer 4 1.5

Income Very good 17 6.4

Good 85 32

Average 136 51.1

Bad 11 4.1

Very bad 1 0.4

Prefer not to answer 16 6  

 



 

Г. Симановская, С. Степченкова 

 

90 

as the number of full years (M=25.85; 

std.dev=8.010). For convenience of reporting, age 

was converted to an ordinal variable of 5 levels. 

Most frequently reported age groups were between 

18 and 24 (48.5%) and between 25 and 34 (35.2%). 

With respect to education, most respondents had a 

college degree (62.3%). As far as the financial situ-

ation is concerned, 51.1% of the respondents re-

ported their financial situation as ”neither good nor 

bad”, while 38.4% reported it as “good,” or “very 

good.” Only 4.5% defined their financial situation 

as “bad” and “very bad.” Overall, domestic visitors 

to Nizhni can be characterized as the younger, sin-

gle, well educated, and financially well-off crowd. 

The shares of leisure tourists (sightseeing, spe-

cial event, entertainment, outdoor recreation, sport-

ing event, and shopping), business tourists (busi-

ness and education), and visiting friends and rela-

tives (VFR) were 32.3%, 24.0%, and 37.3%, re-

spectively. The split between first-timers and repeat 

visitors was 25.0% vs. 75.0%, respectively. The 

mean and standard deviation of the number of visits 

in the last four years were M=7.57 and 

std.dev=10.682. With respect to the most recent 

visit, 79.5% stayed overnight, while 20.5% came 

on a one-day trip. Most of the repeat visitors were 

VFR (43.2 %), while most of the first-timers were 

leisure travelers (44.3 %). 

Destination Performance 

Perceptions of destination performance were 

measured by 17 items on a 5-point Likert scale. 

Descriptive statistics for each item are given in Ta-

ble 2; items are ranked from the most to the least 

favorably evaluated. Attributes with the highest 

scores were Pleasurability of walking in tourist are-

as, Scenic beauty, and Parks and greenery. The 

lowest evaluation was given to such attributes as 

Hotel standards and Availability of healthcare. In-

ternal reliability of the performance scale was cal-

culated using Cronbach’s alpha, which was 0.86. 

Item-to-total correlations indicated that no item 

could be removed without decreasing the overall 

internal consistency of the scale. The overall per-

formance (PERFORM) variable was created by 

averaging means of all individual items (Table 2). 

Risk Perception 

Descriptive statistics were calculated to find out 

how tourists perceived risks associated with travel-

ing to Nizhny (Table 3). Prior to their most recent 

trip, respondents thought of such risks as crime and 

terrorism as the most likely to occur. Disapproval 

of others and health risks were perceived as the 

least likely to occur. The survey also included an 

open-ended question “What is, in your opinion, the 

most risky thing about traveling to Nizhny Novgo-

rod?” Among those who answered the question 

(30.6% of all respondents), the most common an-

swers were crime (7.0 percent), bad traffic (3.9 

percent) and bad weather (3.9 percent). Overall, for 

domestic tourists, risks associated with a trip to 

Nizhni were quite low, with a possible exception of 

crime. The overall risk perception (RISK) variable 

Table 2. Destination Performance 

Variable N Mean St. Dev. Skew Kurt

Pleasurability of walking 280 4.43 0.97 -0.78 0.84

Scenic beauty 279 4.30 1.06 -1.75 2.62

Parks and greenery 279 3.81 1.30 -1.30 1.26

Choice of restaurants 278 3.69 1.44 0.08 -1.49

Crowding and congestion 279 3.66 1.39 -0.79 -0.20

Cultural amenities 279 3.66 1.32 -0.66 -0.72

Accessibility 280 3.60 1.31 -0.86 -0.02

Climate/weather 278 3.51 1.03 -0.74 -0.64

Cleanliness 279 3.49 1.32 -1.09 0.66

Friendliness of locals 280 3.49 1.29 -2.08 4.32

Nightlife and entertainment 280 3.38 1.55 -1.04 0.29

Pleasurability of shopping 280 3.33 1.53 -1.15 0.57

Price levels 280 3.29 1.29 -1.03 0.08

Friendliness of personnel 279 3.07 1.68 -0.84 -0.20

Safety from crime 277 3.03 1.66 -0.82 0.40

Hotel standards 279 2.03 1.78 -0.84 0.16

Availability of healthcare 280 1.91 1.79 0.17 -1.47

PERFORM 267 3.39 0.78 -0.61 0.31  
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was created by averaging means of all individual 

items (Table 3). 

Post-Visitation Behavior: Regression Model 

The dependent variables intention to revisit 

(REVISIT) and positive word-of-mouth (PWOM) 

were calculated as the average of the respective 

survey items. The initial runs of Model 1 and Mod-

el 2 indicated that the data contained outliers, i.e., 

cases whose standardized residuals were greater 

than 3.3. Four cases were removed from the data. 

The model was also examined to assure that the 

residuals were dispersed randomly. For Model 1, 

the plot of residuals against predicted values did 

not display a “funnel” shape, which is characteristic 

for non-constant variance. It was concluded that the 

homoskedasticity assumption was met for Model 1. 

For Model 2, moderate violations of homoscedas-

ticity were detected, which may have had an impact 

on the regression estimates (Fox, 2005). Lastly, the 

data was examined for multicollinearity: the vari-

ance-inflation factor was around 1.0, which indi-

cated the absence of multicollinearity. The descrip-

tive statistics for all variables in regression analyses 

are given in Table 4. 

For Model 1, three independent variables were 

found to be significant predictors of intention to 

revisit, namely, overall performance, overall risk 

perception, and number of previous visits to the 

destination. For the overall performance variable, 

the association is positive: the larger the overall 

performance score, the higher the intention to revis-

it. For the overall risk perception, the association is 

negative: the higher overall risk perception, the 

lower the intention to revisit. For the number of 

previous visits variable (FAMILIAR), the associa-

tion is also positive: the larger the score, the higher 

the revisit intention. The dichotomous variable rep-

resenting the primary reason to visit Nizhny (VFR 

versus all other categories combined) was not sig-

nificant. Overall, the four variables explained about 

24% of all variance in the dependent intention to 

revisit variable (R-square = 0.237) (Table 5). 

For Model 2, two independent variables were 

found to be significant predictors for word of 

mouth, namely, overall performance and overall 

risk perception. For the overall performance varia-

ble, the association is positive, while for the overall 

risk perception, the association is negative. The 

tourist type variable (LEI versus other groups com-

bined) was marginally significant. The number of 

previous visits was not significant in the model. 

Overall, the four variables explained only 17% of 

the variance in the dependent variable (R-square = 

0.172) (Table 6). 

DISCUSSION 

The study looked at such constructs as destina-

tion performance, risk perceptions, and post-

visitation behavior and investigated relationship 

between these constructs in the context of domestic 

tourism. Analysis on 17 performance attributes for 

Nizhny Novgorod, Russia showed that most attrib-

utes were assessed quite favorably, with the mean 

Table 3: Risk Perception 

Variable N Mean St. Dev. Skew Kurt

Crime 277 2.33 1.08 0.40 -0.64

Terrorism 277 1.70 0.93 1.14 0.62

Waste of money 277 1.66 0.89 1.49 2.34

Disappointing trip 275 1.62 0.94 1.62 2.21

Crisis of surrounding infrastructure 277 1.54 0.89 1.75 2.61

Natural disaster 275 1.47 0.82 1.74 2.59

Health risks 276 1.42 0.81 2.03 3.96

Disapproval of others 276 1.31 0.67 2.85 9.97

RISK 271 1.45 0.55 1.75 5.30  
 

Table 4: Regression Model Variables: Descriptive Statistics 

Variable N Mean St. Dev. Skew Kurt

REVISIT 254 4.11 1.14 -1.38 1.07

PWOM 257 3.45 1.25 -0.64 0.05

PERFORM 263 3.38 0.78 -0.61 0.32

RISK 271 1.45 0.55 1.75 5.29

FAMILIAR 274 6.89 7.26 2.23 7.18

N LEI BUS VFR OTHER

TOURIST TYPE 279 89 66 102 18  
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higher than 3.0. Survey respondents evaluated 

pleasure of walking in the tourist areas, scenic 

beauty, and parks and greenery the highest; while 

hotel standards and availability of healthcare in 

case of emergency were evaluated the lowest. The 

study showed that Nizhny Novgorod generally per-

forms well on the environmental type of attributes 

such as scenery, parks and greenery which were 

named to be one of the predictors of the quality of 

the trip (Murphy et al., 2000). However, low score 

received on the hotel standards attribute might be a 

serious concern, as previous research showed that 

accommodation is one of the most important desti-

nation attributes as evaluated by tourists (Pritchard 

& Havitz, 2006). While hotel standards may not be 

an important attribute for VFR tourists, for leisure 

and business travelers this is definitely a factor af-

fecting destination choice. This study found that 

people who evaluated performance of Nizhny Nov-

gorod higher reported higher intentions to revisit 

the destination. 

Survey respondents were asked to report per-

ceptions of risks associated with their travel to 

Nizhny Novgorod that they held prior to their most 

recent trip to the city. In general, risk perceptions 

were low on all individual items, but respondents 

evaluated risk of being a victim of a crime as the 

highest. Open-ended responses also mentioned the 

risk of being a crime victim most often. One of the 

reasons for low risk perceptions might be the fact 

that study was conducted among Russian domestic 

travelers who does not perceive the risk of travel-

ling to Nizhni Novgorod as being higher than in the 

place where they currently reside. The fact that re-

spondents did not express high levels of risk per-

ceptions associated with travel to Nizhni Novgorod 

is a good sign for the destination DMO (Fuchs & 

Reichel, 2006). The evaluation of crime as the risk 

Table 5: Intention to Revisit Factors: 

Performance Evaluation, Risk Perception, Tourist Type, and Familiarity with Destination 

 

DF SS MS F P-value

Regression 4 71.555 17.889 17.519 0.000

Residual 226 230.771 1.021

Total 230 302.326

B SE B Std. B t P-value

Constant 3.311 0.402 8.235 0.000

TOURIST TYPE (VFR) 0.226 0.139 0.950 1.633 0.104

FAMILIAR 0.024 0.009 0.153 2.562 0.011

RISK -0.634 0.126 -0.310 -5.042 0.000

PERFORM 0.436 0.090 0.290 4.832 0.000

R Sq/Adj R Sq = 0.237/0.223  
 

 

Table 6: Positive Word-of-Mouth Factors: 

Performance Evaluation, Risk Perception, Tourist Type, and Familiarity with Destination 

 

DF SS MS F P-value

Regression 4 61.098 15.274 11.976 0.000

Residual 230 293.345 1.275

Total 234 354.443

B SE B Std. B t P-value

Constant 2.031 0.445 4.561 0.000

TOURIST TYPE (LEI) 0.292 0.159 0.111 1.837 0.068

FAMILIAR 0.014 0.010 0.087 1.416 0.158

RISK -0.369 0.140 -0.167 -2.634 0.009

PERFORM 0.520 0.101 0.318 5.139 0.000

R Sq/Adj R Sq = 0.172/0.158  
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that is most likely to happen reflects the awareness 

of domestic tourists of a relatively high level of 

crime in Nizhni Novgorod. Data show that there 

were 1,974.2 crimes committed per 100,000 people 

in Nizhny Novgorod region in 2011, while the av-

erage number of crimes in Russia was lower in the 

same year constituting 1,694.5 per 100,000 people 

(Smirnova, 2012). It is a serious concern, as the 

previous research shows that no matter whether a 

tourist or a local resident is a target of crime, if 

crimes occur with a relatively high frequency, it 

will affect the destination image and result in de-

cline in the number of visitations to the destination 

(Pizam, 1999). 

Destination performance, reasons for a trip, risk 

perceptions, as well as previous experience with the 

destination, affect future visits and positive word-

of-mouth behavior (Haywood & Muller, 1988; 

Milman & Pizam, 1995; Sonmez & Graefe, 1998b; 

Um et al., 2006). Based on the data obtained in the 

study, Nizhni Novgorod has already had a base of 

loyal visitors, those who come to Nizhni again and 

again. To expand this base from primarily VFR 

tourist to leisure tourists and, ultimately, to busi-

ness and corporate visitors is of high importance 

for the destination because (1) loyal customers are 

believed to spend more at a destination; (2) they are 

less sensitive to price changes; (3) they are a pow-

erful source of PWOM, which is critical, since 

people tend to be influenced by negative assess-

ments more than by positive ones (Weinberger et 

al., 1981); (4) they represent a stable source of rev-

enue; and (5) they are more forgiving in case of 

error (Croes et al., 2010). The study also found that 

people who evaluated performance of Nizhny Nov-

gorod higher, reported the higher levels of engage-

ment in PWOM activity as well. This is in line with 

previous research which showed that destination 

performance contributes to the overall satisfaction 

with the trip, and overall satisfaction, in turn, is a 

predictor of post-visitation behavior (Chi & Qu, 

2008; Haywood & Muller, 1988). 

Overall risk perceptions were found to affect the 

revisit intention and positive word-of-mouth activi-

ty negatively: the higher the risk perception of trav-

el to the destination was, the less likely respondents 

were to revisit the destination and to engage in 

PWOM. Familiarity with the destination, however, 

was found to affect intention to revisit positively: 

the more times respondents visited the destination 

in the last 4 years, the higher they evaluated their 

likelihood of return. Interestingly, the relationship 

between familiarity and PWOM was not significant 

in the model. While previous research showed that 

repeaters tend to engage in PWOM more than those 

who came to the destination for the first time (Op-

permann, 2000; Um et al., 2006), the relationship 

between the previous visitations and PWOM varia-

bles has not been extensively tested yet. In addi-

tion, the factor of being a leisure tourist was mar-

ginally significant (p-value of 0.068) in affecting 

PWOM. The practice of posting reviews in the con-

text of domestic travel is not yet widely accepted in 

Russia. Moreover, operationalization of the PWOM 

variable adopted in this study as actual behavior, 

not as the likelihood of behavior, may have also 

played a role. This is one area of future research, 

which potentially could bring new insights into the 

relationships between theoretical constructs of fa-

miliarity and PWOM. 

Finally, the results of regression analysis indi-

cate that destination performance and perception of 

risks are the strongest predictors of post-visitation 

behavior, compared to reasons for travel to Nizhny 

Novgorod (tourist type) and familiarity with the 

destination. It should be pointed out, however, that 

both Model 1 and Model 2 explained just a portion 

of all variance in the behavior variable, specifically 

24% and 17%, respectively. This is an expected 

result, since numerous other factors such as finan-

cial factor, time, initial motivation for the trip, as 

well as other demographic, external and internal 

factors, influence travelers’ destination choice 

(Yoon & Uysal, 2005). 

A non-random, self-selected sample was a limi-

tation of the study. While respondent profile in a 

number of characteristics (younger, educated, and 

financially well-off people) matched the general 

profile of Russian users of social networks, the 

gender composition of the sample was heavily tilt-

ed towards women. Studies found that women were 

more likely to disclose personal information to 

people whom they do not know, while men were 

more likely to share such information with those 

close to them (Dindia & Allen, 1992). This differ-

ence in attitudes may explain, at least partially, the 

gender discrepancy in the obtained sample. Self-

selection may have also influenced the survey re-

sults because those interested in the topic were 

more likely to respond. Those who did not partici-

pated may have different perceptions of Nizhni 

Novgorod as a destination, as well as demographic 

and psychographic profile. Future studies may in-

clude a more representative sample by conducting 

data collection in Russia, for example, intercepting 

people on the streets of the city or by means of a 

mailed survey. Additionally, there was an issue of 

translation. The survey items were initially formu-

lated in English (adopted from other studies, 

adapted with minor changes, or written by the re-

searchers), while the actual survey was conducted 

in Russian. While care was taken to translate, items 



 

Г. Симановская, С. Степченкова 

 

94 

could have been influenced by translation. Finally, 

with respect to risks perception, respondents gave 

their answers about how they felt about their last 

trip to Nizhny Novgorod after their trip had actual-

ly happened. Time that passed from their last trip 

may have skewed their responses. It might be valu-

able to conduct a study measuring perceptions and 

expectations before the visit and post-visitation risk 

perception and performance evaluation of the des-

tination, and then measure the perception gap. 

In conclusion, as far as the authors know, the 

study conducted the first research about the city of 

Nizhny Novgorod, Russia, using respondents from 

popular Russian social network sites. The data were 

collected and analyzed on how visitors evaluated 

the destination on their most recent trip, how they 

perceived risks associated with travel to the desti-

nation, and in what type of post-visitation behavior 

they engaged after their trip. The study tested sev-

eral theoretically postulated relationships between 

destination performance, risk perception, and post-

visitation behavior in the context of domestic trav-

el. This is a theoretical contribution of the study, 

since previously these relationships were tested 

primarily in the international context. From a prac-

tical angle, it is hoped that the results of the study 

will aid in strategizing tourism development in 

Nizhny Novgorod, identifying areas for resource 

allocation, and positioning Nizhny Novgorod 

among other historic Russian cities in the European 

part of the country. They may help improve the 

city’s tourist offer and make the destination more 

desirable for domestic tourists in preparation for 

the mega sport events that the city is to host in the 

near future. 
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G. Simanovskaya, S. Stepchenkova 

 

University of Florida, USA 

 

Nizhni Novgorod is one of eleven Russian cities to host the FIFA World Cup in 2018. The event is expected to increase 

tourist arrivals to the city, both domestic and international, and brings the attention to the improvement of the city’s tourism 

offer and destination experiences of tourists. The study investigates factors of destination performance, risk perception, 

familiarity, and tourist type as they affect post-visitation tourist behavior in the context of domestic travel to a large urban 

destination. The data were obtained in 2013 through an online survey of domestic visitors to Nizhni Novgorod, Russia. 

Destination performance and concerns associated with travel were found to influence both the intention to revisit and the 

willingness to recommend the city in social networks as well as offline. The results of the study may aid in strategizing 

tourism development in Nizhni Novgorod, identifying areas for resource allocation, and positioning Nizhni Novgorod 

among other historic Russian cities in the European part of the country. 

 

Keywords: destination performance, domestic tourists, Nizhni Novgorod, online survey, post-visitation behavior, risk 

perceptions, urban destination. 

 


