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Does a Virtual Trip Evoke Travelers’ Nostalgia and Derive Intentions to Visit the

Destination, a Similar Destination, and Share?: Nostalgia-Motivated Tourism

Abstract

By applying the SOR paradigm, this study attempted to investigate how various aspects of a
virtual trip enhance travelers’ immersion in the virtual trip and arouse nostalgia, which creates
their future visit intentions. Findings of the study indicated that authenticity and sensorial
components of virtual trips positively influenced travelers’ immersion and generated nostalgia,
thereby increasing their revisit intention and intention to visit a similar destination. The
moderating effects of travel personality between travelers’ nostalgia and behavioral intentions

were found. This study provides insights on how to utilize virtual trips as a marketing tool.
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1. Introduction

Destination marketing organizations (DMOs) in the United States have their destinations’
virtual trips available on their websites to have potential travelers experience their future travel
destinations. Particularly, virtual trips play a critical role in visualizing what the destination
contains for potential visitors through an exploration and/or a promotional teaser prior to actual
visits (McClanahan & Kamin, 2020). Since virtual trips offer vivid and tangible features of the
destination, they have been primarily considered a tool to attract new visitors (Bruce, 2021).
Therefore, the key target market of DMOs’ virtual trips would be potential travelers who have
never visited the destination, rather than returning visitors who already experienced the
destination (Stainton, 2020). However, given that many tourism destinations have been at their
consolidation/stagnation stages in their destination life cycle and reputable images, their primary
target travelers tend to be more returning visitors than first-time visitors (Cooper & Jackson,
1989). Thus, it would be more beneficial for DMOs to appeal their virtual trips to returning
visitors for the destinations’ economic and financial sustainability. However, even though DMOs
might have recognized the importance of returning visitors in their destination sustainability, it
seems that most of the DMOs have been targeting first-time visitors than returning ones because
of the benefit of a virtual trip in reducing potential travelers’ uncertainty by providing a teaser of

what they can experience at a destination.

While providing a preview of a destination would be a great promotion, provoking
positive memories is also a good way for destination promotion. Travelers have their own
subjective perceptions of tourism destinations, and their travel plans can be determined by their
memories (Zhang, Wu, & Buhalis, 2018). Hence, it is critical for tourism destinations to be

remembered by travelers to increase their revisits. Due to the limited span of human memories, it



would be ideal if tourism destinations could promote travelers’ positive feelings about their past
memories in the destination in order to increase their revisit intentions. Among many advanced
technologies in the current tourism environment, virtual trips can be one of the most dynamic
systems to evoke human memories (Oh & Kong, 2021). Specifically, VR has been regarded as a
medium that provokes emotional responses (Oh & Kong, 2021). When travelers are completely
immersed in VR contents, such as the degree of a virtual trip accurately embodies the
destination’s characteristics, they may develop positive feelings about their memories at the
destination, leading to favorable future behavioral intention (e.g., Zhang, Chen, & Jin, 2021).
However, not much has been identified about the role of virtual trips in retrieving travelers’
memories, creating nostalgia, and increasing future behavioral intention. This study aims to close
the gaps in the current literature to investigate how virtual trips increase travelers’ future
behavioral intentions by enhancing their immersion into virtual trips and arousing nostalgia.
Even though travelers’ immersion in the virtual trip evokes strong nostalgia, their future
behavioral intention would also be affected by their travel personalities. For example, if a
traveler has allocentric characteristics, he/she might not want to revisit the destination despite a
strong nostalgia for the destination. On the other hand, if a traveler is a psychocentric person,
he/she is more likely to visit the destination again even when he/she does not feel nostalgic about
the destination. Therefore, this study seeks to investigate the moderating effect of travel

personality in the relationship between nostalgia and future behavioral intention.



2. Theoretical Background
2.1. Virtual Trip

Virtual reality (VR) refers to a technology that allows individuals to immensely interact
with computer-generated features in a simulated virtual environment (Manis & Choi, 2019). As
VR gives a preview of their products by creating a computer-generated pseudo-environment, the
tourism industry has shown keen interest in VR as a way to promote a vivid and imaginable pre-
travel experience for potential travelers. Accordingly, many tourism organizations have launched
virtual trips, a combination of VR and tourism contents, to promote themselves as a travel
destination choice during the post-pandemic era. Various museums in the U.S. offered potential
visitors a chance to explore their exhibitions and performances before their visit to the museums
using virtual tours (Mendez, 2020). Access to virtual trips is not limited to a specific property,
but includes entire cities or destinations. For example, individuals’ eager to feel the breeze from
a beach can enjoy the entire British Virgin Island by sailing around the island through a virtual

trip to the British Virgin Island with their friends (McClanahan & Kamin, 2020).

Virtual trips allow consumers to travel to places they have not thought of before
(Immersion VR, 2019). Accordingly, the significant role of virtual trips in attracting travelers to
a destination is expected more, primarily focusing on new visitors. However, returning visitors’
intentions to visit the destination are greatly influenced by promotional efforts evoking their
positive memories or by information about new attractions (Um, Chon, & Ro, 2006). Thus,
virtual trips can be used to attract not only new visitors but returning visitors to the destination.
Particularly, using virtual trips as a tool to appeal to returning visitors is crucial for many
saturated destinations to sustain their competitive edge as a tourism destination (Huang & Hsu,

2009). To effectively utilize virtual trips for bringing travelers back to the destination, it is



imperative to examine which aspects of virtual trips are the key factors affecting their immersion
in the virtual trips. Therefore, this study aims to explore the effects of virtual trips on travelers’

immersion, nostalgia, and future behavioral intentions.

2.2. Stimulus-Organism-Response (SOR) Paradigm

Stimulus-Organism-Response (SOR) paradigm (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974) explained
the mechanism of how an individual reacts to environmental stimuli. More specifically, the SOR
paradigm proposed that external/environmental stimulus (S: stimulus) influences an individual’s
internal emotional state (O: organism), which in turn affects his/her behaviors (R: response) (Sun
et al., 2020; Viera, 2013). Many studies (e.g., Casald, Flavian, & Ibanez-Sanchez, 2020; Hosany
& Gilbert, 2010; Sun et al., 2020) have adopted the SOR paradigm for their theoretical
backgrounds to develop a comprehensive understanding and accurate prediction of consumer
behavior in various contexts. While the SOR paradigm has been considerably employed to
understand general consumer behavior (e.g., Casal6 et al., De Nisco & Warnaby, 2014; Lee, Ha,
& Widdows, 2011), it has also served as a key theoretical background in understanding travelers’
behavior due to the experiential nature of the tourism industry. Particularly, tourism products are
primarily related to hedonic consumption (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982), and emotions are the
central components of hedonic consumption, explaining travelers’ experience and behavior
(Hosany & Gilbert, 2010). Accordingly, many tourism studies (e.g., Lin, Zhang, Gursoy, & Fu,
2019; Su & Swanson, 2017; Sun et al., 2020) have focused on investigating the antecedents (e.g.,
servicescape) and consequences (e.g., intention) of emotions by applying the SOR paradigm. For

example, Chen, King, and Suntikul (2019) extended the boundary of the SOR paradigm by



investigating how festivalscape influenced visitors’ involvement, thereby leading to cognitive

and affective responses and behavioral outcomes.

The skyrocketing importance of technology has channeled researchers’ attention in
examining how technological aspects of tourism products/services play as external stimuli. For
instance, Bigne, Chatzipanagiotou, and Ruiz (2020) found how pictorial contents in online
reviews affect online review platforms and users’ cognitive and affective states, thereby
influencing their behavioral intentions. Hew, Leong, Tan, Lee, and Ooi, (2018) found the
mediating effect of inner organism states in the relationship between mobile social tourism
platforms and heritage site visitors’ intention to use the platform. As gamification has been
grafted in the tourism industry (e.g., Pokemon Go) (Xu & Bubhalis, 2021), Hsiao and Tang (2021)
examined how social and media stimuli influence game players’ visit intention via their internal
states. With the growing popularity of VR, Kim, Lee, and Jung (2020) investigated how
travelers’ cognitive and affective perceptions mediate the relationship between VR and their visit
intention. As the SOR paradigm has been frequently used to examine how external stimuli of
technologies (e.g., VR) shape travelers’ behaviors through their emotional states, this study seeks
to investigate the relationships among aspects of virtual trips, immersion, nostalgia, and future

behavioral intentions by extending the SOR paradigm.

3. Hypotheses Development
3.1. The Relationship between Aspects of Virtual Trip and Immersion
3.1.1. Virtual Trip Immersion

Due to the experiential nature of the tourism industry, the concept of the experience

economy led to much attention from researchers on the concept of immersion (Wu, Ai, & Cheng



2019). Particularly, as VR itself was developed to get users immersed in the envisioned
environment, an individual’s perception of VR was commonly explained in terms of his/her
immersion in the virtual environment (Perez-Marcos, 2018). When VR is applied to the context
of tourism, a traveler’s immersion indicates the degree of his/her deep involvement in the virtual
trip (Hudson, Matson-Barkat, Pallamin, & Jegou, 2019). Witmer and Singer (1988) argued that
when an individual is affected by VR stimuli, his/her immersion in the virtual environment
increases. Thus, the relationship between VR and immersion has been considerably examined by

previous literature (e.g., Lee, Lee, Jeong, & Oh, 2020).

3.1.2. Aspects of a Virtual Trip

VR comprises two main components: contents and technological features. As Delone and
McLean (2003) purported the quality of technology contents and system quality have strong
impacts on user experience, studies (e.g., Tussyadiah, Wang, Jung, & tom Dieck, 2018)
examined the effects of contents and system qualities on consumers’ immersion in the virtual
environment. Particularly, Kim et a/l. (2020) discovered the authenticity of VR on travelers’
involvement in virtual trip. In a similar vein, Wei, Chi, and Zhang (2019) also found the
significantly positive impacts of both system and content qualities of VR on presence, leading to
intentions. Building upon previous studies, this study investigates how travelers’ perceived
contents quality and system quality of virtual trips influence their immersion in the virtual trip.
Focusing on a virtual trip’s main feature, showcasing the destination’s unique atmosphere, this
study examined how the contents of a virtual trip were associated with a destination and how
precisely the virtual trip reflected the destination. Therefore, this study considered a virtual trip’s

authenticity as the quality of the contents and technological aspects of VR are a key player in



increasing users’ immersion (Coelho, Tichon, Hine, Wallis, & Riva, 2006). Thus, this study

included three technological aspects of a virtual trip: interactivity, usability, and sensorial appeal.

3.1.2.1. Authenticity. A virtual trip’s authenticity indicates how accurately the virtual
trip reflects or reproduces the actual place (Park, Choi, & Lee, 2019). Authenticity is a crucial
aspect of a virtual trip that strongly associates users’ immersion because of its replication of the
real place for the promotional purpose (Gilbert, 2016). Since a virtual trip can offer a realistic
preview of a destination, it would be imperative to attract potential visitors. However, it should
be noted that a virtual trip’s authenticity is highly related to how closely the virtual trip
resembles the destination (Wang et al., 2021). Accordingly, the degree of authenticity is more
critical for travelers who had visited the destination before because their expectations for the
virtual trip have been developed based on their actual experiences. Due to returning travelers’
specific expectations from their previous experiences, if a virtual trip failed to accurately portray
the destination up to their expectations, they would feel gaps between what they experienced
physically before and what they experienced virtually, which can weaken their immersion in the

virtual trip. Thus, the following hypothesis was developed.

H1: Authenticity of a virtual trip positively influences travelers’ immersion in their virtual trip.

3.1.2.2. Interactivity. A virtual trip’s interactivity refers to the degree of active
interactions between the virtual environment and user as well as the quality of response from the
virtual trip (Shin & Jeong, 2020). Studies (e.g., Yim, Chu, & Sauer, 2017) revealed that an

individual’s immersion and flow are highly dependent on his/her interaction with the



environment. As virtual trips are a type of virtual environment where travelers are brought to a
different world. Thus, when a traveler is able to interact with the objects in the virtual
environment, he/she is more likely to be engaged and immersed in the virtual trip, compared to
when he/she passively observes the virtual trip (Miitterlein, 2018). For instance, when a traveler
can explore different places at a destination, and the objects of the virtual trip respond to the
traveler’s movement, his/her immersion would be amplified as the virtual trip reacts to his/her
actions. As previous studies (e.g., Hudson et al., 2019) supported, there has been a positive link

between VR’s interactivity and user immersion. Hence, the following hypothesis was developed.

H2: A virtual trip’s interactivity with travelers positively influences their immersion in their

virtual trip.

3.1.2.3. Usability. A virtual trip’s usability is defined as the degree of an individual’s
perceived use of the VR technology (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003). When an
individual has difficulty in using technology, he/she is more likely to give up rather than deeply
immersed in the experience (e.g., Nayyar, Mahapatra, Le, & Suseendran, 2018). In a similar
vein, travelers would give up their virtual trips if the virtual trip were not user-friendly.
Particularly, not many travelers use VR technology before their virtual trip because VR is
somewhat disruptive to people’s perceptions and still at an early diffusion stage. Accordingly,
travelers who are not comfortable using advanced technologies, including VR, might be
overwhelmed when the virtual trip is difficult to navigate, which in turn prevents them from

immersion. On the other hand, travelers who feel comfortable navigating technological platforms



would fully enjoy the virtual trip by being deeply involved in the virtual environment. Therefore,

the following hypothesis was developed.

H3: Usability of a virtual trip positively influences travelers’ immersion in their virtual trip.

3.1.2.4. Sensorial Appeal. Virtual trips provide various sensory modalities in order to
immerse users in the virtual environment (Laukkanen, Xi, Hallikainen, Ruusunen, & Hamari,
2021). Thus, the sensorial appeal of a virtual trip should not be neglected as a critical
technological aspect. A virtual trip’s sensorial appeal refers to the extent to which the virtual trip
stimulates users’ senses (Yung, Khoo-Lattimore, & Potter, 2020). According to Suh and Lee
(2005), the key difference among direct, indirect, and virtual experiences lies in the degree of
involvement of the human senses. Furthermore, experiential attributes, such as tourism
experience, are the best with direct experiences due to the inclusion of one or more human senses
(Nelson, 1975), suggesting that a virtual trip can yield a higher degree of immersion when it
involves more or stronger human senses by reducing the gap between direct experience and
virtual experience. Particularly, individuals can experience where they are and what they are
doing in the virtual environment through their senses, increasing their immersion (Kim et al.,
2017). For example, a vivid 360-degree ocean view with wave sounds would enhance travelers’
involvement and immersion in the virtual trip because of the enhanced visual and auditory
appeals. As the positive association between VR’s sensorial appeal and user immersion has been

much demonstrated, the following hypothesis was developed.



H4: Sensorial appeal of a virtual trip positively influences travelers’ immersion in their virtual

trip.

3.2. The Relationship between Immersion and Nostalgia

Nostalgia is an individual’s intense and positive feelings about their past memories (Kim
et al., 2019). Nostalgia can be easily found in individuals’ daily lives and triggered by many
factors, such as events and occasions. Particularly, tourism has been recognized as a crucial
source of nostalgia because what the tourism industry entails is ‘experience’, which creates
‘memories’, rather than providing tangible evidence of travelers’ consumption. Accordingly,
literature (e.g., Lin et al., 2020) has stressed that nostalgia should be thoroughly examined
because ‘past memories’ are too broad to provide a concrete understanding of travelers’

complicated psychological states.

Fairley and Gammon (2005) proposed that nostalgia can be categorized into object-based
nostalgia (e.g., place) and interpersonal relationship-based nostalgia (e.g., social experiences).
However, object-based nostalgia might still be too broad to understand the individual’s complex
psychological states. For example, an individual might have nostalgic feelings toward an actual
object (e.g., places, events) and/or toward past times. Previous literature (e.g., Cho, Joo, & Chi,
2019) also divided the concept of nostalgia into several types based on the objects of nostalgia.
For example, Cho, Chiu, and Tan (2021) divided the concept of nostalgia based on the objects
(e.g., sport team, environment, socialization, personal identity, group identity). Therefore, this
study divided nostalgia into three types: destination, past lives, and social activities, following
the study of Christou (2020). Nostalgia for being in the destination refers to a traveler’s

emotional, mental state related to his/her previous travel experience in the destination. Nostalgia



for destination is closely related to the nostalgia for the environment (Cho et al., 2021). Nostalgia
for their past lives indicates travelers’ psychological state that they want to relive their past lives,
which is highly associated with anticipatory theme of nostalgia (Christou, 2020). Lastly,
nostalgia for their social activities refers to travelers’ emotional state based on their memories

about their travel experiences with others, as in nostalgia for socialization (Cho et al., 2021).

Although these three types of nostalgia are toward different objects, they might occur
simultaneously. When travelers look back on their past memories of previous trips, they might
feel the nostalgic moods of a particular destination, tourism activities there, good old times, not
tired from the present day-to-day life, and their social activities with their travel companions. For
instance, when a person thought about his/her trip to Orlando, FL, in 2018, he/she would feel
nostalgic about (1) how pleasant his/her trip to Orlando, FL, was, (2) his/her life as a student who
could travel to Orlando, FL, during the spring break, and (3) how great it was to spend his/her
time on traveling with travel companions. While tourism activities offer crucial intrinsic sources
for travelers’ nostalgia, nostalgia can be aroused without actual tourism activities (Wu et al.,
2020). When travelers are deeply immersed, their emotional responses become stronger (Visch,

Tan, & Molenaar, 2010). Thus, the following hypothesis was developed.

H5: Travelers’ immersion in a virtual trip positively influences their nostalgia (a) for the

destination, (b) for their past life, and (c) for their social activities.

3.3. The Relationship between Nostalgia and Behavioral Intention

Travelers’ interests in tourism destinations are a key predictor of their future behavioral

intentions. (Papadimitriou, Kaplanidou, & Apostolopoulou, 2018). The SOR paradigm posited



how affective response leads to behavioral intention. As an affective response, nostalgia has been
considered an important antecedent of travelers’ behavioral intentions (Cho, Lee, Moore,
Norman, & Ramshaw, 2017). However, previous studies (e.g., Lee ef al., 2020; Kim et al., 2020)
have focused on potential travelers’ intentions to visit a specific destination as an outcome of
their psychological states. Whereas, research in post-experience aspects of travel has mainly
investigated the relationship between cognitive evaluation and future behavioral intentions, such
as revisit intention and intention to share their experience. Travelers’ behavioral intention was
predominantly from a specific point of view, leaving an important question of the impact of
nostalgia on different types of behavioral intentions unanswered. Therefore, this study divided
behavioral intention into visit intention and intention to share their experience with others. Then,
visit intention was further divided into revisit intention and intention to visit a similar

destination.

Travelers who have already visited the destination are more likely to visit the destination
again because their previous experience removed uncertainties and reduced perceived risks (e.g.,
Mazursky, 1989). Due to the sense of delight from nostalgic memories, travelers are more likely
to have a favorable behavioral intention toward the specific destination they visited through their
virtual trips (Kim et al., 2019). Since travelers’ revisit intention is strongly affected by their
positive memories, they might want to visit other similar destinations where they could feel
nostalgic. Travelers might have a strong intention to visit a similar destination because they can
expect what it would be like to visit the destination based on their memories about the previous
destination. For example, suppose that a traveler felt nostalgia about Orlando, FL. In that case,

the person might want to visit Anaheim, CA, because of its similarities to Orlando.



Another important behavioral intention associated with tourism is travelers’ intention to
share positive memories with others, which also reflects their favorable attitude (Papadimitriou
et al., 2018). Intention to share positive memories with others is particularly important to
travelers whose primary purpose is exploration and discovery because they are not likely to
revisit the destination but more likely to spread positive word-of-mouth about the destination
(Ekinci & Hosany, 2006). As the positive relationship between travelers’ affective response and
intention to share positive memories with others has been much supported, the following

hypotheses were derived.

H6: Travelers’ nostalgia (a) for the destination, (b) for their past life, and (c) for their social

activities positively influences their intention to revisit the destination.

H7: Travelers’ nostalgia (a) for the destination, (b) for their past life, and (c¢) for their social

activities positively influences their intention to visit a similar destination.

HS: Travelers’ nostalgia (a) for the destination, (b) for their past life, and (c) for their social

activities positively influences their intention to share their memories with others.

3.4. The Moderating Effect of Travel Personality

In the tourism industry, psychographic market segmentation has been much adopted since
it helps the researchers further understand travelers’ cognitive, affective, and behavioral
responses (Stylidis, Kokho Sit, & Biran, 2018). While there are many psychographic variables
that differentiate travelers’ behavioral outcomes, travel personality has been abundantly studied
due to its significant effect on destination selection (Masiero, Qiu, & Zoltan, 2020). Travel

personality is an individual’s travel patterns and preferences, such as conservative and



adventurous travel preferences (Poon & Huang, 2017). As an important psychographic variable
for market segmentation (Galloway 2002; Griffith & Albanese 1996; Lepp & Gibson 2008;
Masiero, Qiu, and Zoltan 2020), travel personality has been recognized as a strong indicator for
travelers’ destination selection. Thus, travel personality should be included in the present study
to identify how it affects travelers’ intention to visit the same or similar destination in relation to

nostalgia.

The explanatory power of travel personality suggests travelers’ divergent destination
selections even with strong nostalgia evoked from their immersion in a virtual trip (Lepp &
Gibson, 2008). For example, psychocentric travelers might consider revisiting the destination
even with a low degree of nostalgia, since they prefer familiar destinations rather than enjoy a
sense of discovery (Apostolopoulou & Papadimitriou, 2015). Therefore, investigating the
moderating effect of travel personality in the relationship between nostalgia and intention is
imperative to provide a more comprehensive understanding and accurate prediction of travelers’
destination selection (Reisinger, Mostafa, & Hayes, 2019). Therefore, the following hypotheses

were developed.

HO: Travelers’ travel personality moderates the relationships between their nostalgia (a) for the
destination, (b) for their past life, and (c) for their social activities, and intention to revisit
the destination.

H10: Travelers’ travel personality moderates the relationships between their nostalgia (a) for the

destination, (b) for their past life, and (c) for their social activities, and intention to visit a

similar destination.



3.5. Proposed Research Framework

Based on the discussion above, a research framework was developed to investigate the
mechanism of how various aspects of a virtual trip influence travelers’ immersion in the virtual

trip, arousing nostalgia, which in turn affects their behavioral intention (see Figure 1).

[Figure 1]

4. Methodology
4.1. Data Collection and Instrument

As the capital of theme park, Orlando, FL, has been one of the most visited tourism
destinations (Law, 2020). Thus, Orlando, FL, was selected as the study site as it has been one of
the most popular tourist destinations in the U.S. This study employed a self-administered online
survey, developed on Qualtrics. After obtaining the Orlando DMQO’s permission to use its virtual
tour for the current study, this study contacted Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) to recruit
individuals who have traveled to Orlando, FL, since 2015. The survey was conducted during the
first week of February 2021. The survey consisted of six sections. The first section included a
brief study description, a consent form, and a screening question asking the respondents whether
they had traveled to Orlando, FL, since 2015. The second section contained items asking
respondents’ previous trip to Orlando, FL. In the third section, a series of questions were asked
to examine the respondents’ travel perspectives. The fourth section asked the respondents to visit
the virtual trip to Orlando, FL, through a given link. The fifth section included the key
measurement items for the constructs of the interests. The last section contained items asking the

respondents’ socio-demographic information. For quality assurance purposes, there were several



attention check questions. Those who incorrectly answered the attention check questions and/or

who explored the virtual trip less than 3 minutes were not included in the data analysis.

All constructs were measured with multiple items adopted from previous studies and
modified to fit the context of this study. Authenticity was measured with seven items
(Dominguez-Quintero, Gonzélez-Rodriguez, & Paddison, 2020; Lu, Chi, & Liu, 2015; Park et
al., 2019). Four items adopted from Jung, Chung, and Leue (2015) and Wu et al. (2019) were
used to measure interactivity. Usability was measured with four items from Lee et al. (2020), and
sensorial appeal was measured with three items from Ahn and Back (2019). Four items from
Vorderer ef al. (2004) were used to measure travelers’ immersion in the virtual trip. Nostalgia for
the destination (5 items), past life (7 items), and social activity (5 items) was modified based on
Cho et al. (2017) and Phau, Quintal, Marchegiani, and Lee (2016). Items to measure behavioral
intention were adopted from Kim et al. (2019) and refined to fit the three different types of
intentions. Six items were used to measure the respondents’ travel personality from Morakabati
and Kapuscinski (2016). All items were measured on a 7-point Likert scale. To ascertain the
clarity of wordings and content validity of the items, a pilot test was performed with 106 panels
of MTurk. As the pilot test showed satisfactory results in terms of reliability and validity, the

main dataset was collected.

4.2. Data Analysis

This study used the two-step approach (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) to analyze the data.
Using R 3.6.2. with multiple packages, partial least square structural equation modeling (PLS-
SEM) was performed because of the prediction-oriented nature of this study (Hair, Ringle, &

Sarstedt, 2011). A component-based path estimation with bootstrapping technique (N = 5,000)



was performed to test the proposed hypotheses by examining path coefficients and path
significance. To test the moderating effects of travel personality, this study conducted multi-

group analysis (MGA) by dividing respondents into two groups using k-means cluster analysis.

S. Results
5.1. Respondents’ Profile

A total of 303 complete responses were collected. Table 1 describes the respondents’
profile. About half (52%) of the respondents were male. About 42% of the respondents were
born in 1980s, followed by those born in or later than 1990 (23%). The majority (73%) of the
respondents held Bachelor’s degree or higher. More than three-quarters (76%) of the respondents
were working full-time. About half (51%) of them had household income greater than $70,001,
consistent with the U.S. average household income (Backman, 2020). Approximately four-fifths
(82%) of the respondents were Caucasian. About two-thirds (66%) of them had visited Orlando,
FL, once or twice. Approximately 23% of the respondents never used VR before. About 94% of

the respondents used their computers to explore Orlando, FL, through the virtual trip.

[Table 1]

5.2. Measurement Model Test

As shown in Table 2, the standardized factor loadings were equal to or greater than .742,
demonstrating the measured variance was greater than the error variance (Gefen, Straub, &

Boudreau, 2000). The average variance explained (AVE) ranged from .685 to .868, showing the



shared variance was greater than the error variance (Fornell & Larker, 1981), establishing
convergent validity. As illustrated in Table 3, the bivariate correlation between any two
constructs were less than the square root of AVE, showing sufficient discriminant validity
(Fornell & Larker, 1981). Furthermore, heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT) was
less than the acceptable threshold (.85) for discriminant validity (Henseler et al., 2014).
Composite reliability was equal to or greater than .897, confirming sufficient internal consistency
(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1978). Due to the data collection method and length of the survey,
common method bias was assessed, and the results revealed the absence of common method bias

as the variance explained by a single factor without rotation was less than .50 (Eichhorn, 2014).

[Tables 2 & 3]

5.3. Structural Model Test

The adjusted R? was .57 for immersion, .49 for nostalgia for the destination, .39 for
nostalgia for past life, .27 for nostalgia for social activity, .51 for revisit intention, .47 for
intention to visit a similar destination, and .49 for intention to share their memories, exhibiting
that a substantial amount of variance in the endogenous constructs was explained by the
proposed research model and the high predictive accuracy of the model. A post hoc power
analysis was conducted using the minimum R? and the maximum number of items to measure
one latent construct in order to assess whether the sample size can provide sufficient statistical
power. With a minimum R? of .27 and the maximum number of items for one construct of eight
for 80% statistical power, the minimum sample size was 73 when the alpha level was .01 (Hair,

Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt 2013). Thus, the sample size for the research framework was sufficient



to make statistical inferences. Authenticity of a virtual trip had a positive impact (= .37, t =
4.72, p <.001, £ = .10) on travelers’ immersion in the virtual trip, supporting H1. On the other
hand, the interactivity (f = .05, t = .64, p > .05) and usability (f = .00, t= .01, p >.05) of a
virtual trip did not influence travelers’ immersion. Thus, H2 and H3 were rejected. Sensory
aspects of a virtual trip had a significantly positive effect on travelers’ immersion (5 = .40, t =
5.03, p <.001, £ = .14), supporting H4. Travelers’ immersion in the virtual trip was a significant
predictor of their nostalgia, supporting H5. More specifically, when travelers were immersed in
the virtual trip, their positive memories about their last trip to the destination were evoked (S =
.70, t=18.57, p <.001, £ = .95) (H5a). In addition, travelers’ immersion in the virtual trip
revived their memories about their past lives (8 = .62, t = 14.63, p <.001, f* = .63), such as good
times from their past, their life as a traveler, and the time they could travel (H5b). Travelers’
immersion in the virtual trip also made them think about their positive memories of traveling
with others (8 = .520, t=9.379, p <.001, /* = .376) (H5c). The results showed that travelers’
intention to revisit the destination was significantly influenced by their nostalgia for the
destination (6 = .48, t=4.41, p <.001, £ = .13) (H6a). On the other hand, travelers’ nostalgia for
their past life (= .15, t = 1.20, p >.05) and social activity (5 = .05, t =.56 p > .05) had no
influence on their intention to revisit the destination, rejecting H6b and H6c. Travelers’ intention
to visit a similar destination was positively affected by their nostalgia for the destination (f = .42,
t=4.24,p<.001,  =.09), supporting H7a. Travelers’ nostalgia for their past life also positively
influenced their intention to visit a similar destination (8 = .34, t =2.90, p < .01, f* = .06). Thus,
H7b was supported. However, travelers’ nostalgia for social activity did not influence their
intention to visit a similar destination (f =-.12, t =-1.32, p > .05), rejecting H7c. Travelers’

intention to share their travel memories with others was only influenced by their nostalgia for the



destination (6 = .37, t = 3.36, p <.001, * = .09), indicating H8a was supported. H8b and H8c
were rejected, suggesting that travelers did not want to share their memories with others although
they had nostalgia for past life (6 = .18, t = 1.36, p > .05) and social activity (f =.14,t=1.16,p

> .05).

[Table 4 & 5]

In order to investigate the moderating effect of travel personality in the relationships
between travelers’ nostalgia and behavioral intention, the respondents were divided into two
groups based on their travel personality (Naiocentric = 138, Npsychocentric = 166) using k-means
cluster analysis, then MGA was performed. While the positive impact of nostalgia for the
destination on revisit intention was significant for both allocentric (5 = .48, t=2.73, p <.01) and
psychocentric (f = .54, t = 5.68, p <.001) travelers, there was a significant difference between
the two types of travelers (Diffa-p = -.06, z =-3.60, p < .01). More specifically, the effect of
destination-specific nostalgia on travelers’ revisit intention was moderate for psychocentric
travelers (£ = .18), while it was small-medium for allocentric travelers (f = .11) (Cohen, 1988).
Psychocentric travelers were more likely to revisit the destination when they felt nostalgia about
the destination after their virtual trip. The influence of travelers’ nostalgia for past life on revisit
intention was insignificant for both allocentric (5 = .14, t = .87, p > .05) and psychocentric
travelers (f = .09, t=1.01, p > .05). Travelers’ intention to revisit the destination was not
influenced by their nostalgia for social activity for both allocentric (f = .02, t = .09, p > .05) and
psychocentric travelers (8 = .04, t = .33, p > .05). The positive impact of travelers’ nostalgia for

the destination on their intention to revisit a similar destination was significant for both



allocentric (f =.36, t=2.13, p <.01) and psychocentric (f = .54, t = 5.63, p <.001) travelers.
Specifically, the positive impact of nostalgia for the destination on travelers’ intention to revisit a
similar destination was notably stronger for psychocentric travelers than allocentric ones (Diffa-p
=-.18,z=-12.72, p <.001). As allocentric travelers’ nostalgia for the destination had a
significant impact on their intention to revisit the destination, they were also willing to visit a
similar destination. However, the effect size was small for allocentric travelers (£ = .05),
whereas it was moderate for psychocentric travelers (£ = .16). When travelers feel nostalgia for
their past life, their intention to visit a similar destination was enhanced regardless of their travel
personality. Particularly, the impact of nostalgia for past life was stronger for allocentric
travelers (Diffa-p= .22,z =11.40, p <.001), which might be attributed by their preference for
exploring new places and tendency to enjoy discovery. The impact of nostalgia for social activity
on travelers’ intention to visit a similar destination was insignificant for both allocentric (f = -

18, t=-1.31, p > .05) and psychocentric travelers (f = -.14, t = -1.38, p > .05).

[Table 6]

6. Discussions and Conclusions

The tourism industry has paid much attention to the role of VR in the tourism context.
Particularly, with the outbreak of COVID-19, many tourism destinations have introduced virtual
trips to promote themselves to potential travelers. However, previous studies mainly investigated
the factors affecting potential first-time visitors’ intention to visit a destination after their
experience with virtual trips. Accordingly, how virtual trips increase travelers’ revisit intention

has been overlooked. Given that many tourism destinations are at the maturity stage of their life



cycle, understanding the impact of virtual trips on travelers’ revisit intention is of the utmost
importance because attracting returning visitors is much efficient in terms of return on
investment. Therefore, employing the SOR paradigm, this study attempted to offer a
comprehensive understanding of how the aspects of a virtual trip enhance travelers’ immersion
in the virtual trip, thereby arousing nostalgia, which in turn creates favorable behavioral
intention. Furthermore, this study also examined how travel personality moderates the

relationship between nostalgia and behavioral intention.

6.1. Discussions

The results revealed that authenticity and sensorial appeal of a virtual trip significantly
influence travelers’ immersion in the virtual trip. As travelers had already been to the destination
prior to their virtual trip, they were more likely to be immersed in the virtual trip when the virtual
trip precisely reflected the destination. The findings also illustrated that the more a virtual trip
appeals to travelers’ senses, the greater their senses are engaged in the virtual trip, leading to
higher immersion. The effect size also revealed that sensorial appeal was stronger than
authenticity in enhancing travelers’ immersion. On the other hand, the insignificant impacts of
interactivity and usability on immersion might be explained by the two-factor theory. As
indicated in Herzberg’s two-factor theory, due to the quick development of technology, the
interactivity and usability of technology might become hygiene factors, which do not have a
significant impact on their perceived value (Park et al., 2020). Travelers might take the
interactivity and usability of a virtual trip for granted, making themselves indifferent to those

aspects of the virtual trip. The positive effects of immersion on three different types of travelers’



nostalgia were considerably large (Cohen, 1988), proposing a significant role of immersion in

generating positive emotional states.

The findings revealed that travelers’ intention to revisit the destination was only
influenced by their nostalgia for the destination. Perhaps, the insignificant impacts of nostalgia
for past life and social activities on travelers’ intention to revisit the destination might be
attributed to the fact that the same destination is not necessary to re-experience their past lives or
social activities. Assume that an individual went to a destination with his/her college best friends
during their sophomore year’s spring break, and the person feels very nostalgic about his/her
sophomore year when he/she could travel with friends after the virtual trip. Revisiting the
destination would not be a necessary condition to re-experience his/her sophomore trip with
friends since it might be just a part of past life and/or social activities. The positive impact of
nostalgia for the destination on travelers’ intention to visit a similar destination suggested that
travelers seek a similar atmosphere or mood to recall their memorable travel experience due to
their emotional states stimulated by the virtual trip. Also, travelers seemed to enjoy their
previous trip to a destination by talking with their travel companions who went to the destination
together. However, even though the virtual trip evoked travelers’ memories about their past lives
and their previous trip with someone, they did not want to share their memories with others. Due
to COVID-19, people might not need or want to talk about their past travel experiences during
these challenging times because they have been overwhelmed by many things at their hands
(e.g., economic instability, disrupted work routine). Another possible explanation for these
results might be that not sharing their travel experience would be their coping behavior for travel
restrictions due to the current COVID-19 pandemic. As the Center for Disease Control and

Prevention (CDC) has restricted travel, many people have suppressed their desire to travel and



struggled with uncertainty, anxiety, and stress. Under such stressful situations, individuals try to
reduce psychological stress in different ways, and avoidance is a type of human coping process
(Holahan & Moos, 1987). While travelers’ desire to travel remains the same or even escalates,
they have no choice but to stay home. This stressful period might keep travelers from talking

about their travel experiences as their cognitive-behavioral avoidance coping method.

6.2. Theoretical Implications

The findings of this study offer theoretical implications. To the authors’ best knowledge,
this study is the first attempt to understand the effect of a virtual trip on returning visitors’
various behavioral intentions. Different from previous studies that were interested in potential
first-time visitors’ intention to visit a destination as a result of exploring a virtual trip (e.g., Kim
et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2020), this study concentrated on the returning visitors. As the population
of interest was travelers who had been to the destination before their virtual trip, it was possible
to investigate how a virtual trip’s ability to accurately represent the unique atmosphere of the
destination (authenticity) influences travelers’ immersion in the virtual trip. Particularly,
authenticity of a virtual trip was a significant determinant of a traveler’s immersion in the virtual
trip. In contrast, a virtual trip’s interactivity and usability had no noticeable effects on
immersion, suggesting the importance of contents quality (i.e., authenticity) of technology in
deepening travelers’ immersion in a virtual trip. The strong impact of authenticity on travelers’
immersion and nostalgia further strengthened the argument of Oh and Kong (2021) that the
quality of contents is more critical than advanced technology. In addition, the insignificant

effects of interactivity and usability also proposed that the system quality of technology might



have become hygiene factors or that travelers could have become indifferent to the system

quality of technology as they take it for granted.

Second, this study contributes to the literature by providing an in-depth understanding of
how the aspects of a virtual trip influence travelers’ behavioral intentions. While the findings of
this study provide support for previous studies that proposed that a virtual trip should holistically
integrates both contents and technological aspects (e.g., Oh & Kang, 2021), this study
additionally offers new insights. Specifically, unlike previous studies that focused on the impacts
of the aspects of a virtual trip on travelers’ attitudes toward the virtual trip itself (e.g., virtual trip
satisfaction, intention to use a virtual trip), this study examined how aspects of a virtual trip play
as a trigger for travelers’ immersion and nostalgia, thereby leading to their future behavioral
intentions. Particularly, this study examined the effect of virtual trips on three different
behavioral intentions (i.e., revisit, visit a similar destination, and share their memories with
others), the critical indicators of travelers’ favorable attitude. By investigating both intentions to
revisit the destination and intention to visit a similar destination, this study uncovered the role of
the virtual trip in attracting returning visitors to the destination shown in the virtual trip and/or
new visitors to destinations which have similar destination images/characteristics. The findings
of this study suggested that travelers who have a positive emotional state toward a certain
destination are likely to shape favorable behavioral intention toward another destination that has
a similar destination image. Thus, this study established further support for tourism coopetition,
which involves both competitions and collaborations between destinations with similar

characteristics (Czakon & Czernek-Marszalek, 2021).

Third, this study also demonstrated the role of travel personality in travelers’ destination

selection process in conjunction with the effect of aspects of a virtual trip. In other words, this



study established a theoretical foundation for the impacts of both external (i.e., virtual trip
aspects) and internal (i.e., travel personality) factors on travelers’ behavioral outcomes not only
for their future travel destination (i.e., the same destination, similar destinations) but also sharing
their memories with others. Furthermore, this study investigated the moderating effect of travel
personality in the relationships between nostalgia and intention. Although the positive impact of
nostalgia for the destination on travelers’ revisit intention was much stronger for psychocentric
travelers than allocentric travelers, the findings indicated that even allocentric travelers were
willing to revisit the destination after their virtual trip because of their nostalgia for the
destination. Therefore, this study strengthens the critical role of travelers’ affective responses,
including nostalgia, in shaping favorable behavioral intentions regardless their travel personality.
Lastly, this study extended the boundary of the SOR paradigm by including four aspects of a
virtual trip (i.e., authenticity, interactivity, usability, and sensorial appeal) as stimuli, immersion
and nostalgia as organism, and behavioral intention as response in the context of tourism. Thus,
this study provides an in-depth understanding of how the aspects of a virtual trip influence

travelers’ behavioral intentions via immersion and nostalgia.

6.3. Practical Implications

The findings of the study provide practical implications for the tourism industry. The
findings showed that authenticity and sensorial appeals of a virtual trip positively influenced
travelers’ immersion in the virtual environment. In contrast, interactivity and usability did not
have significant impacts on immersion. Thus, the findings of the study suggest tourism
destinations to invest in two parts when developing virtual trips in order to deepen travelers’

immersion: (1) more accurately portraying their unique atmospheres and moods, and (2)



involving more strong sensorial appeals. By increasing travelers’ immersion in virtual trips,
destinations will be able to arouse nostalgia for the destination, generating travelers’ intention to
revisit the destination. Furthermore, the results of this study also strongly encourage destinations,
which have not introduced virtual trips, to develop virtual trips that will describe the

destination’s atmosphere with vivid sensorial appeals to attract returning visitors.

Second, the findings of the present study would benefit the tourism industry in attracting
returning visitors to the destination staged in the virtual trip and first-time visitors to destinations
which share similar destination images/characteristics with the destination in the virtual trip.
Specifically, the results suggested that when travelers feel nostalgic about the destination due to
their deep immersion in the virtual trip, they are more likely to visit the destination again as well
as a similar destination. Thus, the tourism industry is suggested to consider coopetition, as one of
their marketing strategies in order to create a win-win situation. In other words, tourism
destinations are strongly encouraged to form strategic alliance, the inter-organization
arrangement to utilize resources in a cooperative way (Fatehi & Choi, 2019). Particularly, it
would be beneficial to form a strategic alliance with destinations which share similar destination
characteristics so that they can offer virtual trips about the destination and partner destinations in
order to attract potential visitors. For example, popular theme park destinations (e.g., Orlando,
FL and Los Angeles, CA) might form a strategic alliance to increase potential visitors who
visited one of the destinations. Placing virtual trips to those two similar destinations on the same
website (e.g., Xplorit) would encourage travelers to revisit the destination and attract potential
visitors who have been to similar destinations and feel nostalgic, thereby looking for another
similar destination. Furthermore, destinations would collaborate with hospitality organizations

other than third-party virtual trip platforms (e.g., Xplorit). For example, destinations with Disney



theme parks (e.g., Orlando, FL; Anaheim, CA) might collaborate with Walt Disney Travel

Company so that their virtual trips can be placed together on Disney’s official website.

The findings showed that travelers are more likely to share their positive experiences at
the destination when they feel nostalgic about their trip to the destination. Since sharing positive
experiences is more powerful to attract potential visitors in the tourism industry due to its
intangibility and experiential nature, the impact of a virtual trip on travelers’ word-of-mouth
would be a great tool for tourism destinations to attract potential travelers who have not visited
the destination. For example, if tourism destinations successfully arouse travelers’ nostalgia
using their virtual trip, the travelers would spread positive word-of-mouth to others about the

destination.

6.4. Limitations and Future Studies

There are several limitations of this study. The first limitation is associated with the
current pandemic. Since the outbreak of COVID-19, people have been prohibited from traveling.
As the travel restriction has continued, travelers’ intention to travel might be strengthened due to
their reduced self-control, as Wegner’s (1994) ironic process theory suggested. The findings
could be different if there were no travel restrictions. Thus, future studies are encouraged to

replicate this study in an effort to investigate the potential effect of ironic process theory.

Second, this study selected one of the most popular leisure destinations whose target
market is broad in its range. Because of the study setting, the findings of this study might be
limited to certain types of leisure destinations. Accordingly, the findings of this study might be

divergent in other settings, such as leisure destinations focusing on natural resources. Future



studies are recommended to test multiple leisure destinations with their diverse competitive

edges (e.g., natural resources) in order to increase the generalizability of the findings.

Lastly, this study only investigated travelers’ affective responses to their virtual trips.
Although the tourism industry is closely associated with hedonic consumption, exploring a
destination where travelers had already been to might also generate their cognitive responses.
Therefore, this study could be further extended by incorporating cognitive responses and
comparing the effect size differences between affective and cognitive responses after their virtual

trip.



References

Ahn, J., & Back, K. J. (2019). Cruise brand experience: functional and wellness value creation in

tourism business. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management.

Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A review

and recommended two-step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103(3), 411.

Apostolopoulou, A., & Papadimitriou, D. (2015). The role of destination personality in
predicting tourist behaviour: implications for branding mid-sized urban

destinations. Current Issues in Tourism, 18(12), 1132-1151.

Bigne, E., Chatzipanagiotou, K., & Ruiz, C. (2020). Pictorial content, sequence of conflicting
online reviews and consumer decision-making: The stimulus-organism-response model
revisited. Journal of Business Research, 115, 403-416.

Bruce, D. (2021, September 22). The Rise of Virtual Reality in Tourism: Benefits and Examples.
Retrieved December 22, 2021, from https://www.knowledgenile.com/blogs/the-rise-of-

virtual-reality-in-tourism-benefits-and-examples/

Casalo, L. V., Flavian, C., & Ibaiiez-Sanchez, S. (2020). Influencers on Instagram: Antecedents
and consequences of opinion leadership. Journal of Business Research, 117, 510-519.

Chen, Z., King, B., & Suntikul, W. (2019). Festivalscapes and the visitor experience: An
application of the stimulus organism response approach. International Journal of

Tourism Research, 21(6), 758-771.

Cho, H., Chiu, W., & Tan, X. D. (2021). Travel overseas for a game: the effect of nostalgia on
satellite fans’ psychological commitment, subjective well-being, and travel

intention. Current Issues in Tourism, 24(10), 1418-1434.



Cho, H., Joo, D., & Chi, C. G. (2019). Examining nostalgia in sport tourism: The case of US
college football fans. Tourism Management Perspectives, 29, 97-104.

Cho, H., Lee, H. W., Moore, D., Norman, W. C., & Ramshaw, G. (2017). A multilevel approach
to scale development in sport tourist nostalgia. Journal of Travel Research, 56(8), 1094-
1106.

Christou, P. A. (2020). Tourism experiences as the remedy to nostalgia: Conceptualizing the
nostalgia and tourism nexus. Current Issues in Tourism, 23(5), 612-625.

Coelho, C., Tichon, J. G., Hine, T. J., Wallis, G. M., & Riva, G. (2006). Media presence and
inner presence: the sense of presence in virtual reality technologies. IOS Press,
Amsterdam.

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioural sciences. Hillsdale, NJ: Laurence
Erlbaum Associates.

Cooper, C., & Jackson, S. (1989). Destination life cycle: The Isle of Man case study. Annals of
Tourism Research, 16(3), 377-398.

Czakon, W., & Czernek-Marszatek, K. (2021). Competitor perceptions in tourism
coopetition. Journal of Travel Research, 60(2), 312-335.

De Nisco, A., & Warnaby, G. (2014). Urban design and tenant variety influences on consumers'
emotions and approach behavior. Journal of Business Research, 67(2), 211-217.

Delone, W. H., & McLean, E. R. (2003). The DeLone and McLean model of information

systems success: a ten-year update. Journal of Management Information Systems, 19(4),

9-30.



Dominguez-Quintero, A. M., Gonzalez-Rodriguez, M. R., & Paddison, B. (2020). The mediating
role of experience quality on authenticity and satisfaction in the context of cultural-

heritage tourism. Current Issues in Tourism, 23(2), 248-260.

Eichhorn, B. R. (2014). Common method variance techniques. Cleveland State University,
Department of Operations & Supply Chain Management. Cleveland, OH: SAS Institute
Inc, 1-11.

Ekinci, Y., & Hosany, S. (2006). Destination personality: An application of brand personality to

tourism destinations. Journal of Travel Research, 45(2), 127-139.

Fairley, S., & Gammon, S. (2005). Something lived, something learned: Nostalgia's expanding
role in sport tourism. Sport in Society, 8(2), 182-197.
Fatehi, K., & Choi, J. (2019). International strategic alliance. In International business

management (pp. 217-239). Springer, Cham.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Structural equation models with unobservable variables and

measurement error: Algebra and statistics.

Fredericks, L. (2021, February 16). The Complete Guide to Virtual Tourism in 2021. Retrieved
December 21, 2021, from https://www.cvent.com/en/blog/hospitality/virtual-tourism

Galloway, G. (2002). Psychographic segmentation of park visitor markets: evidence for the
utility of sensation seeking. Tourism management, 23(6), 581-596.

Gefen, D., Straub, D., & Boudreau, M. C. (2000). Structural equation modeling and regression:
Guidelines for research practice. Communications of the Association for Information
Systems, 4(1), 7.

Gilbert, S. B. (2016). Perceived realism of virtual environments depends on

authenticity. Presence: Teleoperators and Virtual Environments, 24(4), 322-324.



Griffith, D. A., & Albanese, P. J. (1996). An examination of Plog's psychographic travel model

within a student population. Journal of Travel Research, 34(4), 47-51.

Hair Jr, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2021). A primer on partial least

squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM). Sage publications.

Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver bullet. Journal of

Marketing Theory and Practice, 19(2), 139-152.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C.M. and Sarstedt, M., 2015. A new criterion for assessing discriminant
validity in variance-based structural equation modeling. Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 43(1), pp.115-135.

Hew, J. J., Leong, L. Y., Tan, G. W. H., Lee, V. H., & Ooi, K. B. (2018). Mobile social tourism
shopping: A dual-stage analysis of a multi-mediation model. Tourism Management, 66,
121-139.

Hirschman, E. C., & Holbrook, M. B. (1982). Hedonic consumption: emerging concepts,
methods and propositions. Journal of Marketing, 46(3), 92-101.

Holahan, C. J., & Moos, R. H. (1987). Personal and contextual determinants of coping
strategies. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52(5), 946.

Hosany, S., & Gilbert, D. (2010). Measuring tourists’ emotional experiences toward hedonic
holiday destinations. Journal of Travel Research, 49(4), 513-526.

Hsiao, C. H., & Tang, K. Y. (2021). Who captures whom—Pokémon or tourists? A perspective of
the Stimulus-Organism-Response model. International Journal of Information
Management, 102312.

Huang, S., & Hsu, C. H. (2009). Effects of travel motivation, past experience, perceived

constraint, and attitude on revisit intention. Journal of Travel Research, 48(1), 29-44.



Hudson, S., Matson-Barkat, S., Pallamin, N., & Jegou, G. (2019). With or without you?
Interaction and immersion in a virtual reality experience. Journal of Business

Research, 100, 459-468.

Immersion VR. (2019, November 19). VR for Tourism: The Future of the Travel Industry.
Retrieved January 22, 2021, from https://immersionvr.co.uk/about-360vr/vr-for-
tourism/#:~:text=The%20benefits%200f%20virtual%20reality,unique%20experiences %2

0for%20the%20user

Jung, T., Chung, N., & Leue, M. C. (2015). The determinants of recommendations to use
augmented reality technologies: The case of a Korean theme park. Tourism

Management, 49, 75-86.

Kim, H., Yilmaz, S., & Choe, Y. (2019). Traveling to your match? Assessing the predictive
potential of Plog’s travel personality in destination marketing. Journal of Travel &
Tourism Marketing, 36(9), 1025-1036.

Kim, M. J., Lee, C. K., & Jung, T. (2020). Exploring consumer behavior in virtual reality
tourism using an extended stimulus-organism-response model. Journal of Travel
Research, 59(1), 69-89.

Kim, M., Jeon, C., & Kim, J. (2017). A study on immersion and presence of a portable hand
haptic system for immersive virtual reality. Sensors, 17(5), 1141.

Kim, S., Kim, S., & Petrick, J. F. (2019). The effect of film nostalgia on involvement,
familiarity, and behavioral intentions. Journal of Travel Research, 58(2), 283-297.

Laukkanen, T., Xi, N., Hallikainen, H., Ruusunen, N., & Hamari, J. (2021). Virtual technologies
in supporting sustainable consumption: From a single-sensory stimulus to a multi-sensory

experience. International Journal of Information Management, 102455.



Law, L. (2020, November 17). 15 Top-Rated Tourist Attractions in Florida. Retrieved February
8, 2021, from https://www.planetware.com/tourist-attractions/florida-usfl.htm

Lee, M., Lee, S. A., Jeong, M., & Oh, H. (2020). Quality of virtual reality and its impacts on
behavioral intention. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 90, 102595.

Lee, S., Ha, S., & Widdows, R. (2011). Consumer responses to high-technology products:
Product attributes, cognition, and emotions. Journal of Business Research, 64(11), 1195-
1200.

Lepp, A., & Gibson, H. (2008). Sensation seeking and tourism: Tourist role, perception of risk
and destination choice. Tourism Management, 29(4), 740-750.

Lin, H., Zhang, M., Gursoy, D., & Fu, X. (2019). Impact of tourist-to-tourist interaction on
tourism experience: The mediating role of cohesion and intimacy. Annals of Tourism
Research, 76, 153-167.

Lin, H., Zhang, M., Gursoy, D., & Fu, X. (2019). Impact of tourist-to-tourist interaction on
tourism experience: The mediating role of cohesion and intimacy. Annals of Tourism
Research, 76, 153-167.

Lin, L. P. L., Huang, S. C. L., & Ho, Y. C. (2020). Could virtual reality effectively market slow
travel in a heritage destination?. Tourism Management, 78, 104027.

Litvin, S. W., & Smith, W. W. (2016). A new perspective on the Plog psychographic
system. Journal of Vacation Marketing, 22(2), 89-97.

Lu, L., Chi, C. G., & Liu, Y. (2015). Authenticity, involvement, and image: Evaluating tourist

experiences at historic districts. Tourism Management, 50, 85-96.



Manis, K. T., & Choi, D. (2019). The virtual reality hardware acceptance model (VR-HAM):
Extending and individuating the technology acceptance model (TAM) for virtual reality

hardware. Journal of Business Research, 100, 503-513.

Masiero, L., Qiu, R. T., & Zoltan, J. (2020). Long-haul tourist preferences for stopover

destination visits. Journal of Travel Research, 59(5), 811-827.

Mazursky, D. (1989). Past experience and future tourism decisions. Annals of Tourism

Research, 16(3), 333-344.

McClanahan, P., & Kamin, D. (2020, April 14). 52 Places, Virtually. Retrieved January 22,
2021, from https://www.nytimes.com/2020/04/14/travel/52-places-to-go-virtual-

travel.html

Mehrabian, A., & Russell, J. A. (1974). An approach to environmental psychology. the MIT

Press.

Mendez, M. (2020, March 17). Virtual Tours: 35 Destinations, Museums and Attractions You
Can Experience Online. Retrieved January 22, 2021, from
https://travel.usnews.com/features/destinations-museums-and-attractions-you-can-

experience-virtually

Morakabati, Y., & Kapuscinski, G. (2016). Personality, risk perception, benefit sought and

terrorism effect. International Journal of Tourism Research, 18(5), 506-514.

Miitterlein, J. (2018, January). The three pillars of virtual reality? Investigating the roles of
immersion, presence, and interactivity. In Proceedings of the 51st Hawaii international

conference on system sciences.



Nayyar, A., Mahapatra, B., Le, D., & Suseendran, G. (2018). Virtual Reality (VR) & Augmented
Reality (AR) technologies for tourism and hospitality industry. International Journal of
Engineering & Technology, 7(2.21), 156-160.

Nelson, P. (1975). The economic consequences of advertising. The Journal of Business, 48(2),
213-241.

Nunnally, J. C., & Bernstein, 1. H. (1978). Chapter 7: the assessment of reliability. Psychometric
Theory, 264-5.

Oh, J. E., & Kong, A. (2021). VR and Nostalgia: Using Animation in Theme Parks to Enhance
Visitor Engagement. Journal of Promotion Management, 1-15.

Papadimitriou, D., Kaplanidou, K., & Apostolopoulou, A. (2018). Destination image
components and word-of-mouth intentions in urban tourism: A multigroup
approach. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 42(4), 503-527.

Park, E., Choi, B. K., & Lee, T. J. (2019). The role and dimensions of authenticity in heritage
tourism. Tourism Management, 74, 99-109.

Park, H., Lee, M., & Back, K. J. (2020). Exploring the roles of hotel wellness attributes in
customer satisfaction and dissatisfaction: application of Kano model through mixed
methods. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management.

Perez-Marcos, D. (2018). Virtual reality experiences, embodiment, videogames and their
dimensions in neurorehabilitation. Journal of Neuroengineering and
Rehabilitation, 15(1), 1-8.

Phau, 1., Quintal, V., Marchegiani, C., & Lee, S. (2016). Looking beyond pasta and pizzas:
Examining personal and historical nostalgia as travel motives. International Journal of

Culture, Tourism and Hospitality Research.



Reisinger, Y., Mostafa, M. M., & Hayes, J. P. (2019). A psychographic segmentation of Kuwaiti
travelers using self-organizing maps. Tourism Analysis, 24(1), 87-92.

Shin, H. H., & Jeong, M. (2020). Guests’ perceptions of robot concierge and their adoption
intentions. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management.

Stainton, H. (2020, October 19). Virtual tourism explained: What, why and where. Retrieved
December 22, 2021, from https://tourismteacher.com/virtual-tourism/

Stylidis, D., Kokho Sit, J., & Biran, A. (2018). Residents’ place image: a meaningful
psychographic variable for tourism segmentation?. Journal of Travel & Tourism
Marketing, 35(6), 715-725.

Su, L., & Swanson, S. R. (2017). The effect of destination social responsibility on tourist
environmentally responsible behavior: Compared analysis of first-time and repeat
tourists. Tourism Management, 60, 308-321.

Suh, K. S., & Lee, Y. E. (2005). The effects of virtual reality on consumer learning: An
empirical investigation. MIS Quarterly, 673-697.

Sun, J., Chen, P. J., Ren, L., Shih, E. H. W., Ma, C., Wang, H., & Ha, N. H. (2020). Place
attachment to pseudo establishments: An application of the stimulus-organism-response
paradigm to themed hotels. Journal of Business Research.

Tussyadiah, I. P., Wang, D., Jung, T. H., & tom Dieck, M. C. (2018). Virtual reality, presence,
and attitude change: Empirical evidence from tourism. Tourism Management, 66, 140-
154.

Um, S., Chon, K., & Ro, Y. (2006). Antecedents of revisit intention. Annals of Tourism

Research, 33(4), 1141-1158.



Venkatesh, V., Morris, M. G., Davis, G. B., & Davis, F. D. (2003). User acceptance of

information technology: Toward a unified view. MIS Quarterly, 425-478.

Visch, V. T., Tan, E. S., & Molenaar, D. (2010). The emotional and cognitive effect of
immersion in film viewing. Cognition and Emotion, 24(8), 1439-1445.

Vorderer, P., Wirth, W., Gouveia, F. R., Biocca, F., Saari, T., Jancke, L., ... & Klimmt, C.

(2004). Mec spatial presence questionnaire. Retrieved Sept, 18, 2015.

Wang, A., Thompson, M., Uz-Bilgin, C., & Klopfer, E. (2021). Authenticity, Interactivity, and
Collaboration in Virtual Reality Games: Best Practices and Lessons Learned. Frontiers in
Virtual Reality, 130.

Wegner, D. M. (1994). Ironic processes of mental control. Psychological Review, 101(1), 34.

Wei, W., Qi, R., & Zhang, L. (2019). Effects of virtual reality on theme park visitors' experience
and behaviors: A presence perspective. Tourism Management, 71, 282-293.

Witmer, B. G., & Singer, M. J. (1998). Measuring presence in virtual environments: A presence
questionnaire. Presence, 7(3), 225-240.

Wu, H. C., Ai, C. H., & Cheng, C. C. (2019). Virtual reality experiences, attachment and
experiential outcomes in tourism. Tourism Review.

Wu, Z., Chen, Y., Geng, L., Zhou, L., & Zhou, K. (2020). Greening in nostalgia? How nostalgic
traveling enhances tourists' proenvironmental behaviour. Sustainable

Development, 28(4), 634-645.

Xu, F., & Buhalis, D. (2021). 1 Introduction: Gamification in Tourism—The Cutting-Edge Trend

in Tourism. In Gamification for Tourism (pp. 1-10). Channel View Publications.



Yim, M. Y. C., Chu, S. C., & Sauer, P. L. (2017). Is augmented reality technology an effective
tool for e-commerce? An interactivity and vividness perspective. Journal of Interactive

Marketing, 39, 89-103.

Yoo, C. W., Goo, J., Huang, C. D., Nam, K., & Woo, M. (2017). Improving travel decision
support satisfaction with smart tourism technologies: A framework of tourist elaboration

likelihood and self-efficacy. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 123, 330-

341.

Yung, R., Khoo-Lattimore, C., & Potter, L. E. (2020). Virtual reality and tourism marketing:
conceptualizing a framework on presence, emotion, and intention. Current Issues in

Tourism, 1-21.

Zhang, H., Wu, Y., & Buhalis, D. (2018). A model of perceived image, memorable tourism
experiences and revisit intention. Journal of Destination Marketing & Management, 8,

326-336.

Zhang, X., Chen, Z., & Jin, H. (2021). The effect of tourists’ autobiographical memory on revisit
intention: does nostalgia promote revisiting?. Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism

Research, 26(2), 147-166.



Figures

Figure 1. Research Framework

Travel Personality
(Allocentric vs. Psychocentric)

Intention
to revisit the
destination

Nostalgia for
Destination

Intention

to visit another
destination

Nostalgia for
Past Life

Intention
to share memory
with others

Nostalgia for
Social Activity

Sensorial
Appeal

]
]
]
|
1
1
|
1
i
1
I
I
1
-

Response

Stimulus N Organism




Tables
Table 1. Respondents’ Profile

Demographic Profile (N =304) N %
Gender
Male 157 51.6%
Female 147 48.4%
Year of Birth
Born before 1950 3 1.0%
1950 - 1959 15 4.9%
1960 - 1969 29 9.5%
1970 - 1979 61 20.1%
1980 - 1989 127 41.8%
1990 or later 69 22.7%
Education Level
Less than high school 3 1.0%
High school graduate 38 12.5%
Associate degree 39 12.8%
Bachelor's degree 159 52.3%
Postgraduate Degree 64 21.1%
Others 1 0.3%
Employment Status
Employed full time 230 75.7%
Employed part time 22 7.2%
Self-employed or business owner 21 6.9%
Unemployed 16 5.3%
Retired/Others 15 5.0%
Household Income
$30,000 or less 33 10.9%
$30,001 to $50,000 56 18.4%
$50,001 to $70,000 60 19.7%
$70,001 to $90,000 54 17.8%
$90,001 to $110,000 40 13.2%
More than $110,000 61 20.1%
Ethnicity
Caucasian 249 81.9%
African American 20 6.6%
Asian 21 6.9%
Others 14 4.6%
Previous VR Experience
Never 69 22.7%
1 - 2 times 143 47.0%

3 times or more 92 30.3%




Table 2. Constructs Descriptive Statistics

Construct/Items Mean Std Losat((lli.ng CR AVE
Virtual Trip Authenticity 0.95 0.73
The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, well reflected actual places in Orlando, FL. 5.83 1.03 0.80
I felt the unique personalities of Orlando, FL, in the virtual trip to Orlando, FL. 5,50 1.25 0.80
The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, presented the atmosphere of Orlando, FL, very well. 563 1.25 0.86
The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, accurately portrayed the scenery of Orlando, FL. 583 1.14 0.87
The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, restored the atmosphere of Orlando, FL, very well. 560 1.18 0.87
The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, precisely projected the city of Orlando, FL. 5.55 1.29 0.88
The virtual trip realistically represented the city of Orlando, FL. 5.66 1.27 0.89
Virtual Trip Interactivity 0.90 0.69
I was able to interact with the virtual trip to Orlando, FL. 582 1.19 0.79
The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, helped me personalize my virtual trip to Orlando, FL. 547 123 0.88
The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, allowed me to explore tour options Orlando, FL, based on my 531 1.10 0.79
preference.
The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, was highly interactive with viewers like me. 5.65 129 0.85
Virtual Trip Usability 091 0.71
The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, was easy to navigate. 577 117 0.89
The interface of the virtual trip to Orlando, FL, was user friendly. 5.80 1.19 0.90
Using the virtual trip to Orlando, FL, required little effort. 5,59 129 0.78
The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, was error-free. 572 1.24 0.78
Virtual Trip Sensorial Appeal 0.94 0.83
The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, appealed to my senses. 5.69 1.25 0.90
The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, was impressive in its design. 584 1.25 0.91
I found the virtual trip to Orlando, FL, interesting in a sensory way. 5.82  1.25 0.93
Virtual Trip Immersion (Adjusted R* = 0.57) 0.96 0.84
I felt as if I was a part of the environment in Orlando, FL. 5.19 147 0.91
I felt as if I was actually there in Orlando, FL. 5.02  1.68 0.93
I felt as if the objects in the virtual trip to Orlando, FL, surrounded me. 5.14  1.58 0.93

I felt as if my true location had shifted into Orlando, FL. 473  1.77 0.91




Nostalgia for Destination (Adjusted R* = 0.49) 0.94 0.75
The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, evoked positive memories about my last trip to Orlando. 582 1.25 0.86

The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, evoked memories about my travel experiences in Orlando. 5.83 1.25 0.86

The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, evoked memories about the landscape and scenery of Orlando. 581 1.17 0.87

The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, evoked memories about the local culture of Orlando. 537 145 0.83

The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, evoked memories about the mood of Orlando. 5.61 127 0.89

Nostalgia for Past Life (Adjusted R’ = 0.39) 0.95 0.72
The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, revived memories of my less exhausted life. 495 1.48 0.74

The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, revived good times from my past. 5.55 131 0.85

The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, revived memories of my past life when I could travel. 552 1.29 0.87

The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, revived my memories of being a traveler in the past. 557 1.25 0.85

Through the virtual trip to Orlando, FL, I experienced positive feelings about when I had enough time

to travel. 592 1.16 0.85

Through the virtual trip to Orlando, FL, I experienced pleasant reminders of my past. 598 1.13 0.88

Through the virtual trip to Orlando, FL, I experienced the good old days when I traveled. 5.88 1.19 0.86

Nostalgia for Social Activity (Adjusted R* = 0.27) 0.97 0.87
The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, evoked positive memories of traveling with someone. 585 1.25 0.92

The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, evoked positive memories of sharing my travel experience with 580 129 0.93

someone.

The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, revived memories of traveling with someone. 583 1.29 0.93

The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, revived good times with someone during my previous trip to Orlando,

FL. 586 1.23 0.93

The virtual trip to Orlando, FL, was a pleasant reminder of my past trip with someone. 590 124 0.94

Intention to Revisit (Adjusted R’ = 0.51) 092 0.79
After my virtual trip to Orlando, FL, I would like to visit Orlando, FL again. 599 1.16 0.84

After my virtual trip to Orlando, FL, Orlando, FL will be my first choice for my next trip. 477 1.83 0.89

After my virtual trip to Orlando, FL, I would like to consider Orlando, FL, for my next trip. 5.50 1.50 0.93

Intention to Visit A Similar Destination (Adjusted R* = 0.47) 0.94 0.83
After my virtual trip to Orlando, FL, I would like to visit some places like Orlando, FL. 579 1.18 0.89

After my virtual trip to Orlando, FL, Some places like Orlando, FL, will be my first choice for my next 498  1.68 0.90

trip.



After my virtual trip to Orlando, FL, I would like to consider some places like Orlando, FL, for my

537 146 0.94

next place.
Intention to Share (Adjusted R’ = 0.49) 0.95 0.85
After my virtual trip to Orlando, FL, I would like to talk to others about my memories in Orlando. 532 1.50 0.96
After my virtual trip to Orlando, FL, I would like to share my memories with others. 532 148 0.95
After my virtual trip to Orlando, FL, I would like to share my memories in Orlando, FL, using my

) . 470 1.87 0.85
social media.
Travel Personality 0.87 0.69
When traveling, I prefer familiar destinations. 343 149 0.87
When traveling, I prefer the usual comforts. 4.04 136 0.83
When traveling, I prefer to socialize with the same culture. 345 141 0.79

Note. All items were measured on a 7-point Likert scale.



Table 3. Fornell & Larker’s (1981) Discriminant Validity

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

VT Authenticity 0.856
VT Interactivity 0.723  0.828

VT System Usability 0.630 0.689 0.840

VT Sensorial Appeal 0.764 0.668 0.604 0.913

VT Immersion 0.708 0.581 0.507 0.714 0.919
Nostalgia for Destination 0.692 0.609 0.513 0.664 0.698 0.864
Nostalgia for Past Life 0.553 0.467 0.389 0.652 0.622 0.771 0.846
Nostalgia for Social Activity 0.450 0.401 0.298 0.493 0.523 0.715 0.798 0.932
Intention to Revisit  0.537 0.421 0.386 0.597 0.583 0.635 0.569 0.519 0.887
Intention to Visit a Similar Destination 0.527 0.422 0.389 0.573 0.559 0.595 0.574 0.454 0.850 0911
Intention to Share 0.460 0.372 0.362 0.448 0.587 0.610 0.578 0.549 0.699 0.676 0.923




Table 4. Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis (Bootstrap N = 5000) est se t )4 N Result
H1 VT Authenticity — VT Immersion 0.370 0.078 4,727 <0.001*** 0.104 Supported
H2 VT Interactivity — VT Immersion 0.047 0.071 0.644 >0.05 0.002 Not Supported
H3 VT System Usability - VT Immersion 0.001 0.069 0.011 >0.05 0.000 Not Supported
H4 VT Sensorial Appeal — VT Immersion 0.399 0.080 5.030 <0.001*** (.144 Supported
H5a VT Immersion — Nostalgia for Destination 0.697 0.038 18.571 <0.001*** 0.951 Supported
H5b VT Immersion — Nostalgia for Past Life 0.622 0.043 14.633 <0.001*** (.632 Supported
H5c VT Immersion — Nostalgia for Social Activity 0.520 0.056 9.379 <0.001*** 0.376 Supported
Hé6a  Nostalgia for Destination — — Intention to Revisit 0.482 0.107  4.412 <0.001*** 0.132 Supported
Hob Nostalgia for Past Life — Intention to Revisit 0.153 0.139 1.203 >0.05 0.015 Not Supported
Hé6c Nostalgia for Social Activity — Intention to Revisit 0.054 0.088 0.563 >0.05 0.002 Not Supported
H7a  Nostalgia for Destination =~ — Intention to Visit A Similar Destination  0.422 0.096  4.242 <0.001*** 0.094 Supported
H7b Nostalgia for Past Life — Intention to Visit A Similar Destination  0.340 0.123 2.904 <0.01** 0.062 Supported
H7c¢ Nostalgia for Social Activity — Intention to Visit A Similar Destination -0.120 0.093  -1.318 >0.05 0.008 Not Supported
H8a  Nostalgia for Destination  — Intention to Share 0.374 0.111 3.359 <0.001*** 0.086 Supported
HS8b Nostalgia for Past Life — Intention to Share 0.182 0.132 1.363 >0.05 0.015 Not Supported
H8c Nostalgia for Social Activity — Intention to Share 0.139 0.121 1.156 >0.05 0.012 Not Supported




Table 5. Mediation Testing

Mediation Path (N = 5000) i} se t p Result
VR Immersion — Nostalgia for Destination — Intention to Revisit 0.328 0.081 4.079 <0.001***  Supported
VR Authenticity — VR Immersion — Nostalgia for Destination — Intention to Revisit 0.121 0.041 2969 <0.01%** Supported
VR Sensorial Appeal — VR Immersion — Nostalgia for Destination s
., Intention to Revisit 0.132 0.045 2968 <0.01 Supported
VR Immersion — Nostalgia for Destination — Intention to Visit A Similar Destination 0.283 0.070 4.021 <0.001***  Supported
VR Authenticity — VR Immersion — Nostalgia for Destination sk
— Intention to Visit A Similar Destination 0.104 0035 2988 <0.01 Supported
VR Sensorial Appeal — VR Immersion — Nostalgia for Destination sk
— Intention to Visit A Similar Destination 0.114 0040 2871 <0.01 Supported
VR Immersion — Nostalgia for Past Life — Intention to Visit A Similar Destination 0.223 0.077 2.884 <0.01** Supported
VR Authenticity — VR Immersion — Nostalgia for Past Life "
— Intention to Visit A Similar Destination 0.082 0035 2365 <0.05 Supported
VR Sensorial Appeal — VR Immersion — Nostalgia for Past Life 0090 0.033 2681 <00]** Supported

— Intention to Visit A Similar Destination




Table 6. Results of Hypotheses 9 and 10 (Multi-Group Analysis)

Hypothesis Diff (A -P) z p
H9a Nostalgia for Destination = — Intention to Revisit -0.06 -3.60 <0.01**
H9b Nostalgia for Past Life — Intention to Revisit 0.08 3.64 <0.01%*
H9c¢  Nostalgia for Social Activity — Intention to Revisit -0.02 -1.45 >0.05
Hl0a  Nostalgia for Destination =~ — Intention to Visit A Similar Destination -0.18 -12.72  <0.001%**
H10b Nostalgia for Past Life — Intention to Visit A Similar Destination 0.22 11.40 <0.001%**
H10c Nostalgia for Social Activity — Intention to Visit A Similar Destination -0.04 -2.54 <0.05*

Note. Diff. indicates the path coefficients difference between allocentric and psychocentric.
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