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ABssTRACT: Only a few studies have focused on building the image of emerging destinations. The region’s image is
influenced by its tourist attractiveness (image-related perception) and the knowledge about its tourist attributes (rec-
ognition). To build the image of emerging destinations, the attributes of attractiveness should be identified. In this
study, such an attempt was made for Lublin Province. A diagnostic survey and statistical methods were used to assess
the perception of its attractiveness and the recognition of the attractiveness attributes by visitors. Lublin Province has
no tourism image, and its attractiveness attributes are identified only vaguely. The landscape is the only attribute on
which the image of this destination can be built.
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Introduction and theoretical
background

Every journey is inspired by the desire to
achieve the aim, which is an important factor in
the tourist motive. Abdellatif et al. (2015) note,
however, that for someone to travel to a given
place or region, it has to have something to offer
to potential visitors - something that intrigues
them, attracts their attention and makes them
decide to take this journey. Brezovec et al. (2004)
suggest that this ‘something’ is the destination
image. The term is often defined in the literature
(Della Corte et al. 2010) as impressions that a
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person or persons hold about a state in which they
do not reside (Hunt 1975); the sum of the beliefs,
ideas and impressions that a person has of a des-
tination (Crompton 1979; Kotler et al. 1993); the
mental construct developed by a potential tour-
ist based on a few selected impressions among
the total impressions (Fakeye, Crompton 1991);
or multidimensional with cognitive and affective
spheres, and as an amalgam of the knowledge,
feelings, beliefs, opinions, ideas, expectation and
impressions that people have about a named lo-
cation (Henderson 2007).

Moreover, it is generally believed that the des-
tination image is a key element in attracting tour-
ists and influences tourism-related behaviours,
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such as making the decision to travel, attitudes
towards a given destination, the level of satis-
faction with the stay, willingness to revisit the
place or readiness to recommend it after the vis-
it (e.g. Hunt 1975; Goodrich 1978; Pearce 1982;
Woodside, Lysonski 1989; Echtner, Ritchi 1993;
Baloglu, McClearly 1999; Bigné et al. 2001; Beerli,
Martin 2004; Chen, Tsai 2007; Chi, Qu 2008;
Baloglu et al. 2014; de Nisco et al. 2015; Chiu et
al. 2016; Prayag et al. 2017). A properly construct-
ed destination image is an effective tool for pre-
dicting tourists” behaviour and, at the same time,
creating good offers to respond to their needs
(Marques et al. 2021).

Destinations, just like products, are in com-
petition with one another because consumers of-
ten choose to travel to destinations of the same
type, e.g. with similar climates, hotels, sports
infrastructure and safety levels (Marques et al.
2021). Thus, the destination image is also impor-
tant from the point of view of competition and
maintaining a high position in the tourism mar-
ket. This aspect is also noted by many authors
who emphasise that for a place to attract visitors,
its image should be stable and strong (Echtner,
Ritchie 2003; Bonn et al. 2005; Tasci, Kozak 2006;
Souiden et al. 2017). A vital factor is the tourist
attractiveness of an area, which has an impact
on the way its image is perceived. The more the
destination can satisfy a tourist’s needs, the more
attractive it becomes as a travel target (Middleton
1989; Lue et al. 1996; Dimitrov et al. 2017).

Furthermore, Baloglu and McCleary (1999),
Baglou et al. (2014), Liu et al. (2018) and Szubert
et al. (2022) note that a significant factor influ-
encing the image and tourist attractiveness of a
destination is a tourist’s knowledge of it. At this
point, it should be emphasised that researchers
analysing the destination image usually distin-
guish between two or three of its components:
cognitive and affective (e.g. Baloglu, McCleary
1999; Hosany et al. 2007; Lopes 2011; Baloglu et
al. 2014), as well as unique (Echtner, Ritchie 1993;
Qu et al. 2011; Marques et al. 2021).

Baloglu and McCleary (1999) and Baloglu et
al. (2014) claim that the cognitive factor is pre-
dominant among people who have not visited
a given area, while the affective factor is most
noticeable among tourists and visitors. Kim
et al. (2009) believe that the cognitive compo-
nent is more stable because it is based on earlier

acquired knowledge, while the affective factor is
more changeable because it is based on subjective
emotion.

The third component of the destination image
- uniqueness - seems particularly important for
emerging destinations - “those which have not
yet been able to successfully create an identity or
market strategy, that allows for a unique tourist
destination positioning in what is a cut-throat
global tourism market” (Marques et al. 2021: 1).
According to Butler (1980), when referring to
such a destination, tourists do not have a com-
plete or clear picture of it. Therefore, destinations
of this kind need to have their unique features
and products promoted in a way that will attract
tourists (Qu et al. 2011). This was also noted by
Gunn (1972), who claimed that tourists perceive
the image of an emerging destination differently
than the image of a mature destination. The find-
ings of other studies also show that in the case of
well-developed destinations, the destination de-
cision is generally determined by socio-economic
features (e.g. infrastructure, services and social
capital) (Culi¢ et al. 2021), while emerging des-
tinations are mainly chosen for their natural and
cultural resources, as well as accessibility, tour-
ist infrastructure and tourist entities/enterprises
(Kowalczyk 2001; Bonn et al. 2005; Szubert et al.
2022).

Regardless of the degree of the destination’s
development, proper identification of its tourist
attractiveness attributes is considered vital for
tourism development, as well as building a posi-
tive and coherent image and performing promo-
tional activities (Foret, Klusacek 2011; Culi¢ et al.
2021). However, studies regarding the effective
creation of an emerging destination’s image are
rare, and it is not known whether, how strongly,
or in what aspects it differs from the image of an
“old’, well-established destination. This article at-
tempts to address this gap in the research.

The article identifies the tourist attractiveness
features, which should be considered while cre-
ating the image of an emerging destination. The
authors used the example of Lublin Province sit-
uated in central-eastern Poland. The aim of the
study is to evaluate the attractiveness attributes
of the region by the respondents, depending on
the purpose of the visit. To achieve this aim, two
research tasks were implemented: the main one
- assessing the respondents’ opinions about the
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attributes of the tourist attractiveness of Lublin
Province, and the supporting one - analysing the
effectiveness of the campaigns.

To achieve the main task, the researchers con-
sidered the opinions of people from outside the
region who were staying there for tourist and
other purposes. This is a new research approach
because before this, the tourist attractiveness
of a province had been analysed based on the
answers of people who had or had not visited
Lublin Province, as well as those who worked or
did not work in the tourism industry (Kula 2013,
2014). The necessary data were obtained during
tourism fairs held in Warsaw (2018) and Lodz
(2019), just before the COVID-19 pandemic.

In completing the supporting task, from the
numerous models used for measuring the effec-
tiveness of promotional campaigns run for tourist
destinations, such as the conversion, econometric
or tracking models, the researchers chose the last
of the types. In tracking studies, it is assumed
that potential visitors may be transformed into
actual visitors by sensitising and building an im-
age. Through advertising, potential visitors be-
come aware of the destination and create a posi-
tive image of this area in their minds. Spreading
awareness and constructing an image of the des-
tination motivate people to turn into real visitors
(Butterfield et al. 1998; Kim et al. 2005; Pratt et al.
2010; Stienmetz et al. 2015; de Souza et al. 2020).

It was assumed that regardless of the purpose
of the journey, having stayed in Lublin Province,
both groups of respondents were aware of its
tourist attractiveness attributes, which was sig-
nificant from the point of view of building the
destination image (H1).

Study area

Lublin Province is situated in central-eastern
Poland. It borders Ukraine and Belarus, and it is
one of the most eastern regions of the European
Union. It is also one of its poorest areas. In 2019,
it was an administrative unit with the lowest
gross national product (GNP) per inhabitant in
the country (40,741 PLN, 64% - GUS/Statistics
Poland, 2020), achieving only 50% of the EU av-
erage gross domestic product (GDP) per capita
(Eurostat, 2022). The region’s economy is based
on extensive agricultural production and poorly

developed industry. As a result, opportunities
for improving the economic situation have been
sought in tourism (Strategia rozwoju ..., 2014).

Currently, Lublin Province, compared to the
whole of Poland, is considered to be an area of
a large but underused tourist potential (Ceri¢
2014), with barriers to tourism development re-
sulting from poor tourist infrastructure, insuf-
ficient recognition of tourists’ expectations, a
stereotypical approach to promotion and lack
of a tourist image (Tucki 2009; Kula 2013, 2014;
Lemanowicz 2016).

The tourist attractiveness of the region

The findings from research on the tourist at-
tractiveness of Lublin Province show that its
space is rich in unique natural and cultural re-
sources (Tucki 2009; Fig. 1). The most precious
ones include two transborder International
Biosphere Reserves (Man and Biosphere/MAB
programme): ‘Polesie Zachodnie” and ‘Roztocze’,
two national parks: Poleski and Roztoczanski,
as well as the Old Town in Zamo$¢, which is on
the UNESCO World Heritage List, and six his-
toric monuments (Janéw Podlaski, Koztéwka,
Kazimierz Dolny, Lublin, Putawy and Zamos¢)
(Skowronek et al. 2019, 2020).

However, as Ceri¢ (2014) points out, the tour-
ist potential of Lublin Province is underused, and
tourism is developing slower than in other prov-
inces. This has been confirmed by the indexes re-
cently published by GUS (Table 1).

Consequently, the attractions in the region
have not yet been sufficiently acknowledged by
tourists, and the existing tourist infrastructure is
not satisfactory (an insufficient number and poor
diversity of the types of accommodation and ca-
tering facilities as well as their uneven distribu-
tion). As a result, tourists who may potentially
visit Lublin Province choose other regions in
Poland.

This situation is reflected by very large spa-
tial differences as regards tourist attractive-
ness in Lublin Province. Research conducted by
Tucki (2009) shows that nearly half of its space
(44.1%) is classified as quite attractive, 29.9% as
attractive, 13.8% as very attractive and 12.2% as
rather unattractive areas (Tucki 2009). Among
the already developed centres and tourist areas
(Lublin, Zamos¢, Kazimierz Dolny, Zwierzyniec,



146 EWA SKOWRONEK, TERESA BRZEZINSKA-WOJCIK, ANDRZE]J STASIAK

B

Fig. 1. Examples of tourism resources in Lublin Province: A - the water reservoir in Krasnobréd; B - typical
agro-forest landscapes of Lublin Province; C - the steep points in the Tanew river bed and a tourist path in
the Roztocze region; D - the historic wooden chapel in Gérecko Koscielne; E - forests in the Roztocze National
Park; F - St Paraskeva Greek Catholic Church in Nowe Brusno.

Source: photo C taken by Teresa Brzezifiska-Wdjcik; the remaining photos taken by Ewa Skowronek.
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Table 1. Indexes documenting the degree of tourism development in Lublin Province in 2018.

Index
Tourist Tourist traffic intensity Touri Density
Number | function b ourist
: 3 Y hneider’s accommoda- . :
of tourist | Bartje-Defert =i Charvat’s ion inf tourist traffic
Province | accommoda- | (beds in (accom— (tourists’ tion infra- a'ccomrr.lc?Qa— (tourist
o s | aecemimege modation ioht structure | tion facilities )
: nod vy overnig . beds per accommo
per 100 km?* | tion facilities el stays per 100 (ac.comms). (b dation users
users per 100 | ", . dation facili- 1 km?) .
per 100 inhabitant inhabitants) ties users) per 1 km?)
inhabitants) vl i)
Lublin 1.9 13 50.9 108.3 40.6 1.1 43
Position of
Lublin Prov-
ince among 13 9 13 13 9 15 15
Poland’s 16
provinces
Source: Turystyka... (2019).
Table 2. Comparison of the promotional campaigns for Lublin Province in 2008-2018.
Year Name of camslac)lg:n/ Adpvertising @bjective (in(izcg‘;{ *)
2008 ‘Lubelskie great for the weekend” | Presenting the most popular tourist places in the region: | 97,000
Lublin, Zamos¢, Kazimierz Dolny, Chetm, Nateczéw;
Demonstrating the province as an interesting destination
for a weekend trip;
2009  |‘Lubelskie —switch off tension, Showing the region as a place to relax and ‘charge the 178,000
switch on power’ batteries’;
2010 ‘Lubelskie —may the moment Showing the region as a place to relax and rest in nature, | 333,000
last’ as well as the pleasant emotions related to it;
2011 ‘Lubelskie Brand” Promoting the province as a place producing tasty and No data
healthy foods by combining many years of tradition
with innovative solutions in agriculture and the food
industry;
2011 ‘Lubelskie. Savour life! Building an image of the Lublin region as an ecological 222,000
2011-2012 | “The Tastes of Lubelszczyzna’ food centre and an interesting destination, where it is 220,000
possible to taste the culinary richness, but also to “try’
culture, benefit from the beauty of nature, and follow
one’s passions;
2014 ‘Lubelskie —for a while or longer’ | Showing the province as an area that inspires people to 222,000
2014  |“Enjoy Lubelskie’ be active in various spheres; 161,000
With regard to tourism, promoting the region as a rec-
reational place where it is possible to enjoy life and feel
free;
With regard to business, showing the area as a region
that is attractive for starting and developing business
activity;
2014 “The Lubelskie Brand connects us” | Promoting the economic potential of the region and local | No data
providers of products and services;
2015 ‘Lubelskie. The best because it's | Building the image and recognisability of food products | No data
ours! coming from the Lublin region;
2016 “The power is in us!’ Promoting the potential of the province, which lies in No data
people, technology, science and the natural environ-
ment.
2017-2018 No promotional campaigns

*The estimated exchange rate of 1 EUR assumed for the whole period of the study was 4.5 PLN
Source: authors’ elaboration based on Kruszyfiska, Bojarska (2014), Lemanowicz (2016), Mazurek-Kusiak, Wojcie-
chowska-Solis (2014), Lubelskie. Kampanie promocyjne (2022).
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Nateczow Plateau, Roztocze Hills, teczna-
Wtlodawa Lakeland), those of potential character
prevail (Tucki 2009; Kula 2013, 2014; Brzeziriska-
Wojcik et al. 2016).

This state of affairs is confirmed by other pub-
lished indicators, e.g. the penultimate (15th) po-
sition in the country regarding tourist attractive-
ness, the penultimate (7th) position on the list as
one of the most attractive provinces (very attrac-
tive provinces rank first and the least attractive
ones rank eighth) (Potencjat turystyczny..., 2017)
and a low percentage (only 2.9%) of areas, desti-
nations and sites that are important for tourism
in Poland, identified by Lijewski et al. (2008) and
Ceric (2014).

An assessment of the current image of
Lublin Province as a destination

The results of the research conducted so
far show that despite many attractions, Lublin
Province is not recognisable as an attractive re-
gion for tourism (Lemanowicz 2016).

The literature analysis revealed that the au-
thorities of Lublin Province started the promo-
tional activity as early as 2008. Its main objec-
tive was to build the image of the province and
make it more recognisable in Poland (Zdon-
Korzeniowska 2012). The promotion of the
Lublin region as an attractive tourist destination
was also part of this aim (Table 2).

The overall sum spent on promotional cam-
paigns (TV, internet and outdoor) during the
period in question amounted to over 2.5 million
EUR, coming mostly from EU funds. The promo-
tional messages were distributed throughout all
the provinces and the largest cities in Poland, as
well as selected countries (Skowronek et al. 2019;
Lubelskie. Kampanie promocyjne 2022).

The effect of the promotional activities de-
scribed above was verified in several works (Kula
2013, 2014; Mazurek-Kusiak, Wojciechowska-
Solis 2014; Lemanowicz 2016; Skowronek et al.
2020). The areas, products and ideas most often
associated with Lublin Province included the fol-
lowing: the cities of Lublin, Kazimierz Dolny and
Zamos¢; eastern Poland; and products such as
beer (‘Perla’) and pasta (‘Lubella’); as well as hop
plantations, agritourism and universities (includ-
ing the John Paul I Catholic University of Lublin).

Thus, it was confirmed that Lublin Province as a
destination still does not have a tourist image.

Research methods and data sources

Given the current understanding of low-level
tourist images for Lublin Province’s recognition,
this study attempts to verify its present state and
identify the most common associations with this
region. This aim was achieved by distinguishing
features that determine its tourist attractiveness.
The research assumed (H1) that such attributes
are clearly associated with the image of the prov-
ince as a destination, regardless of the purpose of
the visitors” journeys.

To achieve the stated objectives, the authors
used primary and secondary sources. The results
of the meta-analysis proved useful in defining
correlations between the following concepts: the
destination image, tourist attractiveness and an
emerging destination. The analysis of studies
on the tourist attractiveness, promotional cam-
paigns (2008-2018) and recognisability of Lublin
Province allowed the authors to identify the
problems and challenges connected with build-
ing the image of this emerging destination.

Primary materials were collected using the di-
agnostic survey method. Based on Echtner and
Ritchie’s suggestions (1993), a questionnaire was
devised, which included closed- and open-ended
questions, as well as a respondent’s particulars.

The preliminary research was followed by
the proper study conducted during the tourism
fairs held in Warsaw in November 2018 and in
£6dz in March 2019. The respondents gave their
opinions regarding the attributes of the tourist at-
tractiveness of Lublin Province. According to the
adopted assumption, the researchers considered
the answers provided by people who were stay-
ing in Lublin Province and were not its residents,
so the selection of the research sample was pur-
poseful. Opinions from the participants were ob-
tained throughout the entire area of the fair halls.

At the tourism fair in Warsaw, 87 correctly
filled-in questionnaires were obtained, and in
16dz - 104. Thus, the opinions of 191 people were
used for detailed analysis (Table 3). The respons-
es provided by 191 respondents were analysed in
detail. When eferring to Anderson and Gerbing
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Table 3. Characteristics of the respondents.

Demo-

graphic Sample details

factors
gender males females no data
[% (N)] 41.36 (109) 57.07 (79) 1.57 (3)
age under 20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 over 70 | no data
[% (N)] 8.38 (16) 26.17 (50) 19.90 (38) | 18.85(36) | 10.99 (21) | 12.04 (23) 1.05(2) | 2.62(5)
education | elemen- | middle school | vocational | secondary college higher university | no data
[% (N)] tary vocational (MA)

0.52 (1) 2.62 (5) 3.14 (6) 27.23(52) | 8.38 (16) 12.56 (24) | 42.93 (82) |2.62(5)
place of country |town with few- | town with | city with | city with city with city with | no data
residence er than 20,000 | 20-50,000 | 51-100,000 | 101-200,000 | 201-500,000 | over 500,000
[% (N)] inhabitants | inhabitants | inhabitants | inhabitants | inhabitants | inhabitants

11.00 (21) 13.61 (26) 5.76 (11) | 13.61 (26) 4.71 (9) 4.71 (9) 43.98 (84) |2.62(5
province Lodz Mazovia
[% (N)] 54.45 (104) 45.55 (87)

Source: authors” elaboration.

(1988), this size of the sample was considered suf-
ficient (150 or more).

The authors focused on an in-depth analysis
of the interviewees’ responses, including those
concerning the motive for travel. The analysis
followed the adopted hypothesis and aimed to
identify the attributes of destination attractive-
ness, which were mentioned by both sub-groups
of the respondents. The whole group of the inter-
viewees consisted of 101 people who were visit-
ing the region for purely tourist purposes and 90
who arrived for a different reason (Table 4).

The empirical data were processed using se-
lected statistical methods and tools. To verify the
hypothesis (H1), the authors used the chi-square
test, measuring statistical significance. They ex-
amined the correlation between two variables
- the answers from two groups of the respond-
ents: (1) those who were in Lublin Province for
tourist purposes and (2) those who were there

Table 4. The purpose of travel given by the respond-
ents who were staying in Lublin Province.

Purpose of travel [numlng]p ondentf% ]
tourist 101 52.9
other, including;: 920 471

business 35 38.9
visiting family 29 322
visiting friends 27 30.0
education 16 17.8
other 5 5.6

Source: authors’ elaboration based on the survey results.

for a different reason. For a very small diversity
of responses and a small number of answers, the
chi-square test with Yates’ continuity correction
(Y) was applied (Yates 1934).

The responses regarding the features of the
tourist attractiveness of the province highly
varied and exhibited a high level of generalisa-
tion without reference to specific attractions (i.e.
‘many historical monuments’, ‘nature’, ‘beautiful
landscapes’, ‘cycling routes’, ‘friendly inhabit-
ants’ and ‘location’). The names of attractions
were mentioned very rarely (most often: ‘Lublin
Castle’, which was mentioned in 3.8% of the total
number of responses in the group of tourists and
4.5% in the other group; Roztoczarnski National
Park - 1.1% and 0.9%, respectively).

To organise the responses, the classification
of tourist attractiveness destination attributes
proposed by Vengesayi et al. (2009) and slightly
modified by the authors by adding one group of
answers that had not been included before was
used. Thus, four groups were distinguished: (1)
attractions; (2) support services and facilities; (3)
people-related factors; (4) others. Next, owing to
a substantial dispersion of answers regarding at-
tractions, and based on the adopted classification,
they were divided into five types: historical-cul-
tural attractions, natural attractions, recreation
facilities, created attractions and unique attrac-
tions. In all the groups and types, attractiveness
attributes were sorted out according to the num-
ber of responses and their percentages.
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The methods that were used helped to identi-
fy the main attributes of the tourist attractiveness
of the region, which (regardless of the purpose
of travel) were important to both groups and
which, following the adopted assumptions, may
be used in the future for building the image of
Lublin Province as a tourist destination.

Results

Having the assumed objective in mind, the
authors collected the following information from
both groups of the respondents: (1) travel desti-
nations, (2) perception of the tourist attractive-
ness of the province and (3) attributes determin-
ing the attractiveness of the area.

The question about the places visited by the
respondents in Lublin Province was answered
by 191 persons, giving a total of 329 answers, in-
cluding 187 (56.8%) provided by those who were
visiting the area for tourist purposes and 142
(43.2%) from those who arrived there for a dif-
ferent reason.

Regardless of the group, the respondents
mentioned towns and cities of various sizes as
their travel destinations in Lublin Province. An
exception among these answers was the only ge-
ographical region, Roztocze Hills (Table 5).

Most respondents stayed in Lublin, Kazimierz
Dolny and Zamos¢, while those who arrived for
other purposes mostly mentioned Lublin and
Zamos¢ (Table 5). In Roztocze, most visitors were

tourists. To conclude, the majority of respond-
ents, regardless of their purpose of travel, visited
the two largest cities in the province: Lublin and
Zamos¢.

The statistical analysis shows that the corre-
lations between the answers provided by both
groups of the respondents were not significant
(Table 5); however, it was not true for answers re-
garding Kazimierz Dolny (p = 0.018), which was
more frequently chosen as the reason for travel-
ling to Lublin Province by tourists.

Most answers to the question: Is Lublin
Province touristically attractive? were affirma-
tive (75.39%); however, 19.90% of the respond-
ents did not have an opinion (Table 6).

The analysis showed a statistically significant
correlation between the purpose of visit and the
perception of the tourist attractiveness of Lublin
Province (Table 6, p < 0.001). Among the people

Table 6. The structure of the respondents” answers re-
garding the tourist attractiveness of Lublin Province.

Answers
Respondents Yes | No I do not
know
visiting (N=191) N| 144 | 9 38
% | 7539|471 19.90
visiting for tourist purpos- |N| 88 2 11
es (N=101) % |87.13 |1.98| 10.89
visiting for other purposes |N| 56 7 27
(N=90) % 62.22|7.78 | 30.00
Chi? Chi* = 16.045
p p <0.001

Source: authors’ elaboration based on survey results.

Table 5. The structure of the respondents” answers regarding the place of stay in Lublin Province.

Places/regions
\ N 2 ) : I — d : I
Respondents £ 2 'qé g s R E § 5 5 o é 3 g _‘E €| 2% E
23 E g5 £ 2| 2 SpIEE B | B> |EF L %
Al |3R &£ | 8|0 g8 g & | 2| B |R°|%° &
N Z 2 N 2 = 3 Nz
visiting |N| 134 | 48 37 17 17 12 16 6 4 4 3 2 2 2
(N=191) | % |70.16 |25.13 |19.37| 8.90 | 8.90 | 6.28 | 838 | 3.14 | 2.09 | 2.09 | 1.57 | 1.05 | 1.05 | 1.05
visiting | N| 68 25 26 12 10 7 12 5 4 4 2 2 1 2
for tourist
purposes | % | 67.33 | 24.7525.74 | 11.88 | 990 | 6.93 | 11.88 | 495 | 396 | 396 | 1.98 | 1.98 | 0.99 | 1.98
(N=101)
visiting |N | 66 23 11 5 7 5 4 1 0 0 1 0 1 0
for other
purposes | % | 73.33 | 25.56 |12.22 | 556 | 7.78 | 556 | 444 | 1.11 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 1.11 | 0.00 | 1.11 | 0.00
(N=90)
Chi-square |0.820 |0.016 | 5.570 | 1.633" | 0.068" | 0.009* | 2.529¥ | 1.216" | 1.965" | 1.965" | 0.010* | 0.397¥ | 0.397* | 0.397¥
p 0.3650.898 | 0.018 | 0.201 | 0.795 | 0.926 | 0.112 | 0.270 | 0.161 | 0.161 | 0.920 | 0.529 | 0.529 | 0.529

Source: authors’ elaboration based on survey results.
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who were staying for tourist purposes, 87.13%
agreed that the province was attractive, and only
10.89% were unable to decide. The people arriv-
ing for different purposes were more conserva-
tive with their answers. Overall, 62.22% consid-
ered the province to be attractive, 30% did not
have any opinion about the matter and nearly
8% thought the opposite (Table 6). The tourists’
answers show that more of them were convinced
about the attractiveness of the province after
staying there. This points to the cognitive and af-
fective components merging together in the im-
age of the travel destination.

To sum up, it should be stressed that large
percentages of opinions in both groups of the re-
spondents clearly indicate that Lublin Province is
perceived as touristically attractive, regardless of
the travel purpose.

The analysis regarding the attributes that
determine the tourist attractiveness of Lublin
Province demonstrated that for all the visitors to
the province, as well as for two individual groups
of the respondents, the tourist attractiveness of
an area depended on historical-cultural, natural
and recreational attractions, which were quoted
most often (Tables 7 and 8).

The study revealed a statistically significant
correlation between historical-cultural attrac-
tions (p = 0.006) and natural attractions (p = 0.009)
as the purpose of travel (Table 7). The types of
attractions mentioned by both groups of the re-
spondents most frequently were recreational at-
tractions. It can be concluded that in accordance
with the assumed hypothesis, they are important
from the point of view of building the tourist im-
age of the province.

The results of the in-depth analysis (Table 8)
indicate that the most important attractions men-
tioned by the respondents from both groups
included historical sites (attractions of the first
type), natural areas (attractions of the second
type) and beautiful landscapes or views (attrac-
tions of the third type).

To sum up, regardless of their purpose of
travel, all the people who visited Lublin Province
mentioned the same types of attractions and the
same attributes. The respondents” opinions dif-
fered only in percentages, which were higher in
the case of the tourists (Table 8).

Statistically speaking, the two groups of the re-
spondents display significant correlations in the
statements regarding historical sites (p = 0.040)
and attractive natural areas (p = 0.004). They
were mentioned more frequently by people who
visited the province for tourist purposes; howev-
er, the groups did not differ in their opinions re-
garding the landscape as a tourist attractiveness
attribute (p = 0.112) (Table 8).

It can be concluded that based on their knowl-
edge and experience gained during their stay,
tourists appreciated the cultural and natural
attributes of the tourist attractiveness of the re-
gion more (the cognitive and affective elements
merged together). The attractiveness attribute,
which did not depend on the purpose of travel,
was the landscape. Thus, referring to Marques et
al. (2021), the landscape can be treated as a unique
element that seriously influences the perception
of the attractiveness of this emerging destination.

Table 7. Components determining tourist attractiveness of Lublin Province according to the respondents.

Respondents
Groups of Types of visiting for tourist | visiting for different -
components components total purposes purposes Chi’, p
N % N % N %

1. Attractions | historical-cultural 113 | 59.16 69 68.32 44 48.89 Chi?*=7.435, p=0.006
natural 51 | 26.70 35 34.65 16 17.78 Chi*=6.925, p=0.009
recreational 42 | 21.99 25 24.75 17 18.89 Chi*=0.954 p=0.329
created 6 3.14 4 3.96 2 2.22 Chi? =0.074, p=0.786
unique 5 2.62 1 0.99 4 4.44 Chi? =1.079, p=0.299

2. Support services and facilities 7 3.66 7 6.93 0 0.00 Chi? =4.661, p=0.031

3. People-related factors 7 3.66 5 4.95 2 222 Chi? =0.379, p=0.538

4. Other 6 3.14 4 3.96 2 222 Chi? =0.074, p=0.786

Source: authors’ elaboration based on survey results.
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Table 8. Attributes determining the tourist attractiveness of Lublin Province, quoted by the respondents.

Respondents
Groups | Types Ausibutes el |fortourit| diffesmt | Chitp
purposes | purposes
determining tourist attractiveness N| % I[N| % |N %
1. Attractions | historical- historical monuments 85| 44.50| 52| 51.49| 33| 36.67 | Chi*=4.231, p=0.040
cultural historical past 14| 733] 12| 11.88| 2| 2.22 | Chi%=5.192, p=0.023
cultural events and 16| 838 10| 9.90| 6| 6.67 |Chi’=0.296, p=0.587
institutions
historical spatial layout 15| 7.85| 8| 792/ 7| 7.78 |Chi*=0.055, p=0.816
culinary heritage 10| 524 4| 396/ 6| 6.67 |Chi*=0.263, p=0.608
natural attractive natural areas 43| 22.51| 31| 30.69| 12| 13.33 | Chi*=8.222, p=0.004
forests 2/ 1.05) 0] 000 2| 222 |Chi%=0.630, p=0.427
parks 2| 1.05) 2| 198 0| 0.00 |Chi*=0.397, p=0.529
national parks 4| 209 2| 198 2| 222 |Chi’>=0.152, p=0.697
gullies 1| 052| 0| 0.00f 1| 1.11 |Chi%=0.003, p=0.954
river falls 1| 052| 0| 0.00f 1| 1.11 |Chi%=0.003, p=0.954
recreational beautiful landscapes/ 26| 13.61| 18| 17.82| 8| 8.89 | Chi*=2.514, p=0.112
beautiful locations
geographical landscapes 5/ 262| 3| 297, 2| 222 |Chi’=0.017, p=0.896
greenery (lush greenery) 5| 262 1.98| 3| 3.33 |Chi%=0.017, p=0.896
good condition of natural 314 2| 198 4.44 | Chi? =0.313, p=0.576
environment
climate 2] 105 1| 099, 1| 111 |Chi®=0.397, p=0.529
created places of entertainment/ 6| 314 4| 396 2| 222 |Chi®=0.074, p=0.786
attractions
unique numerous attractions 2] 105 0| 0.00f 2| 222 |Chi®=0.630, p=0.427
genius loci 2/ 1.05) 0] 000 2| 222 |Chi%=0.630, p=0.427
shopping malls 1] 052) 1| 099 0| 0.00 |Chi%=0.003, p=0.954
2. Support services and tourist infrastructure 5/ 262| 5| 495 0| 0.00 |Chi®=2.839, p=0.091
facilities bike paths 5/ 262 5| 495] 0| 0.00 |Chi2=2839, p=0.092
other (marketing) 1] 052) 1| 099, 0| 0.00 |Chi*=0.003, p=0.954
3. People-related factors local inhabitants’ 7, 3.66| 5| 495 2| 222 |Chi*=0.379, p=0.538
friendliness and good
atmosphere for recreation
4. Other location 4| 2.09| 4| 396 0| 0.00 |Chi*>=1.965, p=0.161
simplicity 2] 105 0| 0.00f 2| 222 |Chi®=0.630, p=0.427

Source: authors’ elaboration based on survey results.

Discussion

The topic of this article fits into research ded-
icated to the destination image. Despite the pas-
sage of time and owing to their interdisciplinary
character, the studies continue to be fragmentary
and scattered. Those representing a holistic ap-
proach to the issue of the destination image are
still scarce. Moreover, the results of our research
represent only a fragment of the new knowledge
about the problems of emerging destinations.

An example of a destination at this stage
of development is Lublin Province. Gierczak-
Korzeniowska et al. (2022) note that it is relative-
ly rare for the administrative boundaries to be
included in the research on a destination image;
however, such an approach is justified because in
Poland (and likely in other EU countries because
of the necessary official actions and budgets), the
strategies of tourism development, as well as re-
lated activities, are implemented within adminis-
trative units.
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After conducting an in-depth analysis of the
problem, we should agree with the statements
by Qu et al. (2011) and Marques et al. (2021), as
both claim that emerging destinations require
positioning and promoting their unique/major
attributes and products more than mature desti-
nations to attract tourists. This confirms the sug-
gestions from Litvin and Mouri (2009), as well
as Hummelbrunner and Miglbauer (1994) about
creating advertising messages about such desti-
nations. Their natural and cultural environment
should be presented in promotional campaigns
in a sophisticated, attractive and didactic way,
and the focus should be on well-known iconic
places. Decrop (2007) indicates that to maximise
the effectiveness of such messages, the images
and the text of a commercial should be skilfully
combined as images effectively attract the con-
sumer’s attention and provoke certain behav-
iours, while the text is most powerful in terms of
information transfer.

Itis not easy to construct a proper and effective
promotional campaign. As shown by the analy-
sis of earlier study results (Zdon-Korzeniowska
2012; Kruszyniska, Bojarska 2014; Mazurek-
Kusiak, Wojciechowska-Solis 2014; Lemanowicz
2016), despite considerable financial expenses,
the high incidence and a wide thematic range
of promotional campaigns, Lublin Province was
mainly associated with economic resources, and
not with tourism. Thus, we agree with Foret and
Klusacek (2011), Culi¢ et al. (2021) and Marques
et al. (2021) in that to build an emerging destina-
tion image, it is necessary to properly identify the
attributes of its tourist attractiveness, including
unique components and then to expose and so-
lidify them in thematic campaigns.

Despite this simple and clear recommenda-
tion, the task is complicated to carry out in prac-
tice, as demonstrated by the research conducted
by Kula (2013, 2014), as well as in the present
study. The analyses show that respondents per-
ceive Lublin Province as touristically attractive,
but they find it difficult to identify the attributes
of its attractiveness. The elements mentioned ear-
lier (e.g. historical sites and attractive natural ar-
eas) were strongly generalised, which shows that
the knowledge about them is insufficient, and the
respondents still do not have a clear image of the
destination. Such a state of affairs was discussed
by Butler (1980) regarding emerging destinations.

We may also agree with Echtner and Ritchie
(1993), Baloglu and McCleary (1999), Liu et al.
(2018) and Szubert et al. (2022), who all claim that
an important factor influencing the perception of
tourist attractiveness and creation of a destina-
tion’s image is the knowledge surrounding it. As
shown by the study, regardless of the purpose
of travel, all respondents quoted the same at-
tractiveness attributes. The differences regarded
only the stronger conviction about the attractive-
ness of the area among the people who visited it
for tourist purposes. Thus, we must agree with
Baloglu and McCleary (1999) that the cognitive
component has a significant impact on the affec-
tive component. We also agree with the opinion
of Szubert et al. (2022) in that the more tourists
that know about the destination, the better their
perception of the image is.

Moreover, Marques et al.’s (2021) suggestions
seem reasonable. They claim that in the case of an
emerging destination, where the knowledge of
and attachment to it are relatively limited, the key
factor in building the destination’s image may be
the identification of unique features found, dis-
covered and experienced during the trip.

In accordance with the adopted assumption,
examples of such an attribute of tourist attrac-
tiveness in Lublin Province are recreational
attractions, especially the region’s landscape,
which has been noticed by all the visitors. This,
however, requires verification via further in-

depth studies.

Conclusions

The research results prove that Lublin
Province is still at the stage of developing an offer
and an image as a destination.

It has been confirmed that the region is con-
sidered touristically attractive, but it is not clearly
associated with tourism. Thus, the components of
its tourist attractiveness are poorly recognisable,
which is the reason why its distinctive, coherent
image (destination image) cannot be built. It can
be seen in the insignificant differences between
the answers provided by tourists and the peo-
ple who visited Lublin Province for non-tourist
purposes.

The effective construction of an image of the
destination in question should be preceded by
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popularising knowledge about a large number
of attractions and brand tourist products avail-
able within its space. The consolidation of such
knowledge may be aided by elements directly
associated with it: names, symbols and images.
In other cases, the respondents’ statements re-
garding the directions of travel will continue to
refer directly to chosen cities and regions (Lublin,
Zamosé, Kazimierz Dolny, Roztocze Hills), and
the quoted attributes of the tourist attractiveness
of the province will be strongly scattered and very
general - they can be assigned to any area (e.g.
“historical sites” and not Lublin Castle, “‘attractive
natural areas’ and not Roztoczariski National
Park, ‘forests’ and not Janowskie Forests, ‘wa-
ters’ and not Biale Lake, ‘entertainment places’
and not Magic Gardens). Therefore, they cannot
form the basis for building a recognisable image
of this destination.

The study results confirm the need to build
a tourist image of this emerging destination by
promotion based on popularising and making its
various tourist attractions more permanent. The
findings suggest that at the present stage, the at-
tributes that should be used in the promotion of
the region should be recreational attractions, in-
cluding unique landscapes. This is because they
turned out to be important and recognisable,
both for tourists and for the people visiting the
region for purposes other than tourism.

To sum up, in the case of an emerging des-
tination, activities aimed at building its strong
destination image should combine continuous,
theme-based promotional campaigns with the
results of research that identifies the attributes of
its tourist attractiveness.

Limitations

Owing to the relatively small number of publi-
cations regarding emerging destinations, the lim-
ited area of our task and a limited choice of the
respondents, our research still has an exploratory
character and leads to preliminary conclusions.

Further research

The authors hope that their findings may be
the basis for more in-depth, comprehensive and
holistic research, as well as a start of a broader
discussion about the topics in question.
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