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Abstract 

Nowadays, when the world feels smaller as a result of the increasing flow of information, the 
competition of tourism between countries is getting bigger. This has caused that the marketing of the 
country, region, or locality has become vital. It is important for the destination country to send out 
the right signals so that the tourists have the right image of a destination. Once the image has been 
created, it might be hard to change it. Images play an essential role in destination choice matters and 
in this regard, as tourism services are intangible, images are said to become even more important 
than reality. Consequently, destination image studies are becoming the growing concerns to 
destination marketers, particularly to fill the gaps prevailing in creating a competitive destination, 
offering a satisfying tourist experience, and increasing the likelihood of repeat future visit. This 
research is being carried out to explore: (1) the factors that affect tourism destination image of 
Amhara region historic; and (2) the effects of these attributes over tourist satisfaction and future 
travel behavior intentions. In doing so, tourism marketers can strategically establish, reinforce and, if 
necessary, change the image of their destination by communicating the destinations’ important 
attractions. The quantitative research was used as a research method to assess historic sites’ 
destination image, and the structured questionnaire with face-to-face self-administrated survey was 
carried out to collect the empirical data. The descriptive analysis and explorative factor analysis, as 
well as Pearson’s correlation coefficient and multiple regression were applied for the analysis. The 
results showed that historic sites’ image is perceived by the foreign tourists as a tourist destination 
relating to six dimensions: ‘Tourist Leisure and Hospitality’, ‘Infrastructure’, ‘Natural attraction and 
Culture’, ‘Entertainment and Economy’, ‘Safety’, Accommodation and Environment’ and it also 
revealed that destination image is important to influence tourist satisfaction and future travel 
intention. 

Keywords: Tourist Products/Tourist Attractions, Tourist destination image, Tourist Satisfaction, and 
Future Travel Intention 

 

Introduction 

In the last few decades, “tourism has become one of the most important sectors of global economy” (Ferreira et al. in 
Dominique and Ferreira, 2011), and tourism industry is a wide economy relating to many other sectors directly or 
indirectly such as transportation, accommodation, recreation, commercial sector and so on, which makes a great economic 
contribution to the world. Tourism development has raised an increasing attention both in country level and local level. 



Singaporean Journal of Business Economics, and Management Studies 
 

   18 

Today, tourism has grown into a worldwide industry with tourist destinations throughout the world competing with 
each other to attract tourists. Due to the characteristic of substitutability, destinations are easy to become substitutes for 
others in the flourishing tourism market, since tourists to date are facing with a variety of choices in terms of holiday 
destinations (Pike, 2004). Hence, how to attract tourists has become a constant battle for destination marketing 
organizations (DMOs) (Pike and Ryan in Ekinci and Hosany, 2006). All elements that will improve the destination should 
be taken into consideration, but destination image is one of the most important elements of a tourist destination, and it has 
become a critical factor to establish the success or failure of tourism management (Dominique and Ferreira, 2011). 

Besides, the importance of image to a tourism destination is universally recognized because of the fact that it affects 
the individual’s subjective perceptions and consequent behavior and destination choice (Gallarza et al., 2002). As for the 
image’s magic power, Tuohino and Pitkänen (2004) noted that the image of destination is undoubtedly one of the most 
important motivations for travel. Furthermore, tourism destination images are vital because they also influence the 
satisfaction level of potential tourists regarding the tourist experience. As Jenkins (1999) recognized that these functions 
are related to marketers’ decision-making and sales of tourist products and services. According to Sönmez and Sirakaya 
(2002), it is safe to assume that the success or failure of the tourism industry at many destinations around the world 
mainly depends on images held by their potential visitors, and the effective management of those images by the 
destinations. Usually, destinations with positive images can be expected to flourish while those with less favorable or no 
images at all may never achieve their fullest tourism potential. 

According to Jenkins (1999), it is problematic to determine an exact meaning of tourist destination image (TDI). The 
definition of image and its components varies among researchers and there is still no consensus. In fact, there are almost 
as many definitions of image and attempts to conceptualize it, as scholars devoted to the topic. There is definitely a lack of 
a conceptual framework for studying destination image and despite widespread interest in a common unified theory; no 
single approach has been universally accepted so far. The term has been used in a wide variety of contexts including those 
relating to the destination images projected and delivered by tourism promoters, the “stereotype” image of a destination 
held by public, as well as the unique destination image held by each individual. The most commonly cited definition of 
destination image is that by Crompton (1979, p. 18) “the sum of beliefs, ideas and impressions that a person has of a 
destination”. In this context, the term image is used to represent a simplification of a larger number of associations and 
pieces of information connected with a place (Day, Skidmore & Koller, 2002).  

However, despite the variety in use of terminologies with regard to destination image & controversy over its precise 
definition (Tasci, 2007b), there is agreement among recent researchers that the image construct consists of two key 
components: cognitive/perceptive and affective evaluations. Cognitive evaluation refers to beliefs and knowledge about a 
destination whereas affective evaluation refers to feelings about a destination (Baloglu and McCleary, 1999a; Frias et al., 
2007; Beerli and Martin, 2004a). This combination of the two factors results in an overall image that can be positive or 
negative (Frias et al., 2007). From a marketing point of view, it is important to understand those aspects of image that are 
held in by tourists.On the basis of their review of previously published studies, Echtner and Ritchie (1993) suggested that 
an image of a destination is made up of two components– the individual attributes such as climate, attractions, facilities 
and friendliness of the locals, plus the more holistic impressions such as mental pictures and feelings towards a 
destination. In order to have a better understanding of the complex concept of destination image, Echtner and Ritchie 
(2003) suggested that destination image should be defined and measured along these three dimensions: attributes-holistic, 
functional-psychological, and common- unique. 

Attributes and holistic dimension suggests that destination images are perceived both by individual features/ attributes 
and holistic impressions of the destination (Echtner and Ritchie 2003). Functional characteristics of destination images 
refer to those directly observable or measurable characteristics (e.g. natural scenery, price level, transport), while the 
psychological aspect of destination image relates to those more abstract, intangible features (e.g. friendliness of local 
people, the service level of staffs, atmosphere and mood) (Echtner and Ritchie, 2003). Destination images can share some 
common functional and psychological features but also can be based on more unique traits, so common-unique dimension 
of destination image displays the commonness or uniqueness of features associated with all destinations (Ibid).  
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Figure 1: The dimensions of tourist of destination image 

(Source: Echtner and Ritchie, 1993) 

According to the model, destination image is separated into two different components, namely attributes and holistic. 
Each one of these components can then comprise functional or psychological characteristics, which could again reflect 
common or unique features of a destination (Rezende-Parker, Morrison & Ismail, 2003). Still, this third dimension implies 
that “images of destinations can range from those ‘common’ functional and psychological traits to those based on more 
unique features, events, feelings or auras”. In other words, on one end of the continuum, the destination image is 
composed of common features on which different destinations can be compared and evaluated, such as the price level or 
staff friendliness. These characteristics, again, can be of functional or psychological nature. On the other end of the 
continuum, destination images are unique to each destination. In a tourism context, truly unique functional characteristics 
are not hard to provide, they exist at any destination: exceptional monuments, sights, symbols or distinctive landscapes. 
Hence, Paris might evoke an image of the Eiffel Tower, Egypt pyramids, and so forth. On the other hand, destinations are 
often distinguished by distinctive ambiences. When it comes to unique and intangible atmospheres, Paris, as an example, 
is often perceived as romantic (Echtner and Ritchie, 1991).  

Afterwards, these days fierce competition among global destinations require destination developers and marketers to 
build a positive destination image in the target market so as to achieve competitive advantages by attracting more tourists 
and improving the customer loyalty (Baloglu and McCleary in García, 2012). In this respect, studies designed to 
understand what constitutes the destination image and implications for marketing tourist destinations will do a lot for 
countries like Ethiopia so as to capitalize on the vast tourism resource potential.  

Objectives of the Study 

The main purpose of this study is to know the main determinants and effects of tourism destination image of Amhara 
region historic sites. More specifically, the research targets up on the following objectives: 

v Assess the tourist destination image, tourist satisfaction, and future travel intention ratings of Amhara region 
historic sites. 

v Know the determinants of tourist destination image of Amhara region historic sites. 

v Explain the effect of tourism destination image ratings on tourist satisfaction and future travel intention of 
Amhara region historic sites. 

Research questions 

1) What are the destination image, tourist satisfaction, and future travel intention ratings of Amhara region historic 
sites as perceived by international tourists? 

2) What factors affect the tourism destination image of Amhara region historic sites? 



Singaporean Journal of Business Economics, and Management Studies 
 

   20 

3) Do tourism destination image ratings of the historic sites affect tourist satisfaction and future travel intention? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Proposed research model 

Research Instrument 

     For this study, questionnaire is selected as appropriate instrument for obtaining primary data in survey research 
method. Previous authors recommend that in order to fully capture the components of destination image, attribute, 
holistic, functional, psychological, common, and unique- a combination of structured and unstructured methodologies 
should be used (Reilly, 1990; Echtner and Ritchie, 1991). In this regard, after review of existing literature, all 
measurement instrument variables are developed based on Echtner and Ritchie (1991, 1993) and Jenkins (1999) and are 
modified to fit the research objectives. 

     The survey questionnaire in general consisted of the following major sections: tourist characteristics, destination 
image, tourist satisfaction and future travel intention. Closed-ended items (effective for measuring the common and 
attribute-based components of image) used a seven point Likert scales ranging from 1(Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly 
Agree). Open-ended questions are included to capture the unique and holistic components. The second part is meant to 
check the total tourist satisfaction with their visit to historic sites and measured in a three-point rating scale from 1 (More 
enjoyable than expected) to 3 (Less enjoyable than expected). The third part of the questionnaire is designed to gather 
information about tourists’ future travel intention. It consists of two statements measured on a seven-point rating scale, 
ranging from 1 (Least Likely) to 7 (Most Likely).  

Population and Sampling Procedure  

     All foreign tourists visiting the northern historic sites of Amhara region at the time of the survey are considered to be 
the target population. Since accurate size of the population cannot be easily ascertained, a probability sampling procedure 
could not be used. Instead, convenience sampling method is employed by targeting respondents that meet the following 
inclusion criteria: (1) foreign tourists who visited Amhara region historic sites for leisure or business, and (2) who have 
stayed for at least one day but less than one year (Mill & Morisson, 1985). Hence, a total of 200 sample respondents are 
considered for the study taking into account suggestions given in survey research design.  

Results 

Explorative factor analysis of destination image and tourist satisfaction  

     Multiple items measuring destination image and tourist satisfaction were factor analyzed to reduce the numerous 
variables to a manageable number of components. Such analysis is useful in gaining understanding on the main 
dimensions that underlie the observed sets of items (Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black, 2010). Principal components factor 
analysis with Oblique rotation was used to factor the multiple items (using SPSS version 16). An accepted method of 
interpretation of factor loadings is to regard as significant any variable with a loading of 0.5 or greater are associated with 
the appropriate factor (Hair et al. 2010). 

Tourist 
Destination image 

Future Travel 
intention 

Tourist 
Satisfaction 
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The measurement of Historic Sites’ destination image 

Table 2: Factor analysis of destination image 

Factor/Items Mean Factor Loading Alpha 
Factor 1: Tourist Leisure and Hospitality  5.0426 

 
0.807 

Interesting cultural events/festivals       4.7209 0.657 
 Relaxing atmosphere/restful place      5.3721 0.830 
 High level of tourist information and support   4.1744 0.585 
 Friendliness of local people 5.8372 0.755 
 Availability of knowledgeable tour guides         5.0465 0.727 
 Good quality and variety of foods       5.1047 0.561   

Factor 2: Infrastructure       4.2868 
 

0.804 
High quality of local infrastructure/ transportation                                         4.1628 0.710 

 Good facilities and services on historic sites                                              4.4070 0.536 
 Good shopping facilities                                                                            3.8140 0.673 
 Good nightlife and entertainment                                                       4.2558 0.662 
 Good telecommunication facilities                                       4.3028 0.692 
 Good airport quality and efficiency                                                                    4.7791 0.791   

Factor 3: Entertainment and Economy   4.4341 
 

0.668 
Good opportunities for recreation activities                                                      4.6279 0.796 

 Good value for money spent                                                                                 4.9302 0.807 
 Low prices of tourism services                                                                           3.7442 0.744   

Factor 4: Safety   4.5930 
 

0.564 
High level of personal safety                                                                             4.9884 0.624 

 Unpolluted environment                                                                                      4.1977 0.727   
Factor 5: Accommodation and Environment    3.9186 

 
0.682 

Good quality and variety of accommodation                                                      4.4302 0.798 
 High level of cleanliness                                                                                     3.4070 0.706   

Factor 6: Natural attractions and Culture   5.4698 
 

0.813 
Beautiful landscapes/ natural attractions                                                              6.3837 0.618 

 Fascinating architects                                                                                           5.3837 0.707 
 Easy access to historic sites and/ or museums                                                      5.1628 0.749 
 There is different customs /culture                                                                       5.4884 0.790   

Reliability of the total scale     0.890 
Total variance explained: 66.5% 

     The final result from factor analysis pointed out that the attributes of historic sites’ destination image can be 
categorized into six dimensions. These 6 factor-solutions explained a total of 66.5% of the variance. Through Cronbach’s 
alpha test, except the ‘Safety’ factor, all the alpha coefficients of image factors were from 0.668-0.813 which 
demonstrated that the high correlations existed between these variables and there was a good reliability existing in this 
study (Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of 0.89). According to Hair et al., (1995; in Choi et al., 1999) and  Pallant (2007), 
factor loadings were used to assist in  giving  a  name  to each factor, normally variables with higher factor loadings 
should be considered as having a greater impact  on  the factor ’s label. Therefore, factor 1 consisted of 6 attributes 
relating to the ‘Tourist leisure and Hospitality’ (Mean=5.0426); factor 2 included 6 attributes of historic sites’ image 
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which referred to ‘Infrastructure’ (Mean=4.2868); factor 3 was  given  a  name  ‘Entertainment and Economy’ 
(Mean=4.4341) with 3 attributes; factor 4 was composed of 2 attributes which was labeled as ‘Safety’ (Mean=4.5930); 
factor 5 was named as ‘Accommodation and Environment’ (Mean=3.9186) with 2 variables; and factor 6 was labeled as 
‘Natural attractions and Culture’ (Mean=5.4698) with 5 variables.  

     According to Gunn’s seven stage theory (1988), the modified -induced image is concerning with the result and 
evaluation of tourist’s actual experience of the destination. Echtner and Ritchie (1991) also points out that as a 
consequence of visiting the destination, the destination’s image perceived and modified in tourists’ minds would be more 
realistic, complex and differentiated based on their actual experiences, which can achieve a holistic assessment of 
destination image.  Therefore, these 6 extracted factor-solutions can be seen as the dimensions of historic sites’ image 
perceived by foreign tourists at present to represent all the attributes of its image. In addition, based on Echtner and 
Ritchie’s three continuum model (1991), these 6 dimensions of Sichuan’s image can be embodied from the individual 
attributes aspect: ‘Natural attractions and Culture’ and ‘Accommodation and Environment’ to holistic impression aspect: 
‘Tourist Leisure & Hospitality’; from functional characteristics side: ‘Infrastructure’ to psychological characteristics: 
‘Entertainment and Economy’ and ‘Safety’. Moreover, numerous common attributes what can be compared with other 
destinations were included. 

The Measurement of tourists’ satisfaction  

Table 3: Factor analysis of tourist satisfaction  

Factor/Items Mean 
Factor 

Loading Alpha 

Factor 1: Amenities   4.1419 
 

0.770 
Availability and quality of tourist information                                                  4.1512 0.594 

 Availability of brochures in English                                                                  3.7326 0.695 
 Level of service at accommodation                                                                   4.5000 0.712 
 Availability and quality of taxi services                                                            4.3953 0.667 
  Responsiveness to customer complaints                                                          3.9302 0.828   

Factor 2: Accessibility and Affordability  4.3547 
 

0.826 
Access to quality financial institutions and  

   currency exchange facilities                                                                              4.2674 0.886 
 Access to affordable telecommunications facilities                                         4.3372 0.935 
 Availability of affordable telecom facilities                                                     4.2791 0.819 
 Variety and quality of accommodation                                                            4.5349 0.538   

Factor 3: Shopping and Travel      4.2984 
 

0.781 
Quality and diversity of shopping facilities                                                     3.6977 0.874 

 Comfort of traveling b/n historic sites and the resort                                      4.5581 0.621 
 Availability of knowledgeable tour guides                                                     4.6395 0.763   

Factor 4:  Availability    4.9710 
 

0.765 
Availability of menu in English in restaurants                                                4.9419 0.795 

 Availability of menu in English at accommodation                                        5.0000 0.894   
Reliability of the total scale       0.850 

Total variance explained: 66% 

     By analyzing the variables of tourists’ traveling motivations through explorative factor analysis (Table 3), the result 
showed that 4 factor solutions were extracted with eigenvalues exceeding 1.0.  One item with factor loading less than 0.5 
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was removed from the scale (Hair et al. 2010). The total variance explained was 66%, which presented that these 4 factor 
solutions could represent totally 66% of all the variables. Then through Cronbach’s alpha test, the result revealed that all 
the alpha coefficients of tourist satisfaction factors were from 0.765-0.826 which indicated that the high correlations 
existed between the variables and there was a good reliability for this study.  

     Based on the naming rules (Hair et al., 1995; in Choi et al., 1999; Pallant, 2007), factor 1composed of 5 variables was 
named as ‘Amenities’, factor 2 was labeled ‘Accessibility and Affordability’ with 4 variables; factor 3 consisted of 3 
variables was given a name of ‘Shopping and Travel’, and factor 4 was labeled as ‘Availability’ with 2 variables.  
According to the pull and push factors theory (Uysal & Hagan, 1993), the tourist satisfaction factors of ‘Accessibility and 
Affordability’ and ‘Shopping and Travel’ could be regarded as the pull factor, whereas the tourist satisfaction factor of  
‘Amenities’ and ‘Availability’ referred to the push factors. These four factors then were summarized to represent the 
dimensions of foreign tourists’ satisfaction with the northern historic sites, Amhara region. Tourist satisfaction ratings 
were obtained for the four factors with the average score of amenities (4.14), accessibility and affordability (4.35), 
shopping and travel experience (4.30), and availability (4.97). From the mean scores of tourist satisfaction items, it can be 
inferred that foreign tourists are not gaining satisfying tourist experience.         

     Future travel intention ratings on the one hand as measured by three items: saying positive things about historical sites 
(Bahir Dar, Gondar, and Lalibela) to other people, recommending historical sites to friends and relatives as a tourist 
destination to visit, and returning to historical sites as a tourist in the next 1-5 years, retained a mean value of 5.92, 5.65, 
and 3.64 respectively on a seven point likert scale. An important point to note from this analysis is that while it is evident 
that tourists will say positive things about historic sites and recommend to others, the probability of revisiting these sites 
in future (the next five years) is assumed to be low. 

The relationships between tourists’ satisfaction and their perceived image of historic sites  

Table 4: Correlation Matrix between historic sites’ image, tourist satisfaction and future travel intention  
    EEC INF NAC TLH SAF AEN TS FTI 
EEC Pearson Correlation 1 .462** .355** .305** .307** .275* 0.197 .276* 

Sig. (2-tailed)   0.000 0.001 0.004 0.004 0.010 0.069 0.010 
INF Pearson Correlation .462** 1 0.206 .360** .222* .378** .604** .456** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000   0.057 0.001 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.000 
NAC Pearson Correlation .355** 0.206 1 .585** .430** .330** .445** .537** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001 0.057   0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.000 
TLH Pearson Correlation .305** .360** .585** 1 .411** .454** .496** .603** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.004 0.001 0.000   0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
SAF Pearson Correlation .307** .222* .430** .411** 1 .336** .289** .342** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.004 0.040 0.000 0.000   0.002 0.007 0.001 
AEN Pearson Correlation .275* .378** .330** .454** .336** 1 .339** .337** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.010 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.002   0.001 0.001 
TS Pearson Correlation 0.197 .604** .445** .496** .289** .339** 1 .540** 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.069 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.007 0.001   0.000 
FTI Pearson Correlation .276* .456** .537** .603** .342** .337** .540** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.010 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000   
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

     EEC- Entertainment and Economy, INF- Infrastructure, NAC- Natural attraction and Culture, TLH- Tourist leisure and 
hospitality, SAF-Safety, AEN- Accommodation and Environment, TS-Tourist Satisfaction, FTI- Future Travel Intention  
From table 4, the correlation matrix illustrated that there were positive correlations among tourists’ satisfaction, future 
travel intention and historic sites’ destination image. The result indicated that the foreign tourists’ satisfaction with 
visiting historic sites at present have a statistically significant (p<0.01) positive relationship with and all the dimensions of 
historic sites’ destination image, except that the correlation with ‘entertainment and economy’ was non-significant. This 
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indicated that the satisfaction of foreign tourists visited the northern historic sites focus more positively on their perceived 
images of historic sites on these dimensions. Moreover, the tourist satisfaction dimension had the more positive 
correlation (r=0.540, p<0.01) with future travel intention of foreign tourists. 

     It has been reported that five of the six destination image dimensions were found to have a statistically significant 
(p<0.01 & p<0.05) correlation with each other, and a more positive association (r=0.585, p<0.01) was reported between 
‘tourist leisure and hospitality’ and ‘natural attraction and culture’. But, the correlation between ‘infrastructure’ ‘natural 
attraction and culture’ dimension was found to be non-significant. Also, all the 6 dimensions of historic sites’ image had 
statistically positive (p<0.01) correlations with the future travel intention of foreign tourists. This indicated that saying 
positive things about historic sites, recommending to others and returning to historic sites were more positively related to 
foreign tourists’ perception of the image of the destination in these dimensions.     

Analysis of the effect of tourism destination image on tourist satisfaction and future travel intention  

     To identify which destination image dimensions were contributed strongly to tourist satisfaction and future travel 
intention, two multiple regression analyses were performed using six destination image dimensions as independent 
variables. The dependent variables were the factor scores for tourist satisfaction and future travel intention. 

The two models used for the analysis are specified as: 

Model1: Y1= f(tourist leisure and hospitality,  infrastructure,  entertainment and economy, safety, accommodation and 
environment, natural attractions and culture). 
Model2: Y2= f(f(tourist leisure and hospitality,  infrastructure,  entertainment and economy, safety, accommodation and 
environment, natural attractions and culture). 
Alternatively, the model specification of tourist satisfaction and future travel intention function is estimated by:  

Y1= βi1Xi1 + Ui1      

Y2= βi2Xi2 + Ui2                             

Where: Y1= tourist satisfaction variable obtained after factor analysis and data transform (computing from four tourist 
satisfaction variables) 

           Y2= future travel intention (computed from three variables through data transform)                   
            βi1 and βi2 = vector of parameters to be estimated  
           Xi1 and Xi2= vector of explanatory variables  
          Ui1 and Ui2 = disturbance term     
 

Table 5: Description of independent and dependent variables used in the model 
 Variable                                                     Description     
EEC                                                 Entertainment and Economy    
INF                                                  Infrastructure  
NAC                                                Natural attraction and Culture 
TLH                                                Tourist leisure and hospitality  
SAF                                                 Safety   
AEN                                                Accommodation and Environment 
 TS                                                  Tourist Satisfaction 
 FTI                                                 Future travel intention  
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The Relationship between destination image and tourist satisfaction     

     The result of regression analysis from empirical data revealed that among the six destination image dimensions, only 
two variables: Infrastructure (β = 0.586, p<0.01), and Natural attraction and culture (β=0.294, p<0.01) significantly affect 
tourist satisfaction with historic sites, Amhara region (Bahir Dar, Gondar and Lalibela) as indicated in Table 7. As 
evidenced from Table 7, the strongest impact on tourist satisfaction was made by Infrastructure (β= 0.586), followed by 
Natural attraction and culture (β=0.294).The explanatory power of this model, as reported by the adjusted R2 value is 
0.497, suggesting that 49.7 percent of the variability in the tourist satisfaction is predicted by the destination image 
dimensions.   

   Table 6: Results of regression analysis of destination image with tourist satisfaction  

Variable            Std. Err               Std. Coeff.                t-ratio                           P-value  
 Beta 
Constant             0.379                1.270                  3.356                    0.001** 
EEC                    0.054                0.241                  2.625                          0.120 
INF                     0.067                0.586             6.320                    0.000** 
NAC                   0.074                0.294                  2.926                          0.004** 
TLH                    0.080                0.173                1.654                    0.102 
SAF                    0.054                0.037                  0.419                          0.676  
AEN                   0.066               -0.004                 -0.044                          0.965  
R2                  0.532 
Adjusted R2   0.497               
F value        14.979** 
Dependent Variable= Tourist Satisfaction  ** shows the values statistically significant at 1percent 

The Relationship between destination image and future travel intention 

     In this model, the six destination image dimensions were used as independent variable to predict future travel intention. The 
result indicated that only three dimensions: Infrastructure (β= 0.311, p < 0.01), Natural attraction and Culture (β= 0.294, p < 0.01), 
and Tourist Leisure and Hospitality (β= 0.337, p < 0.01) were significantly affect future travel intention associated with historic 
sites as indicated in Table 8. The explanatory power of this model, as reported by the adjusted R2 value was 0.449, suggesting that 
44.9 percent of the variability in the Future travel Intention was predicted by these destination image dimensions. The relative 
importance of the destination image dimensions was indicated by their Standardized Beta Coefficients. As is evidenced from 
Table 8, the strongest impact on Future travel intention was by Tourist leisure and hospitality (β= 0.337). The next most important 
was Infrastructure (β= 0.311), followed by Natural attraction and Culture (β= 0.294). 
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Table 7: Results of regression analysis of destination image with future travel intention 

Variable            Std. Err              Std. Coeff.                t-ratio                        P-value  
 Beta 
Constant             0.530                 0.657                  1.239                    0.219 
EEC                    0.075               -0.081                 -0.846                         0.400 
INF                     0.094                0.311             3.207                    0.002** 
NAC                   0.103                0.294                  2.795                          0.007** 
TLH                    0.111                0.337                3.090                    0.003** 
SAF                    0.076                0.040                  0.428                          0.670  
AEN                   0.092               -0.022                 -0.227                          0.821  
R2                  0.488 
Adjusted R2   0.449               
F value        12.525** 
Dependent Variable= Future travel intention   ** shows the values statistically significant at 1percent 

Conclusion  

     The destination image now is seen as the crucial factor to influence tourist’s ultimate destination choice, and it largely 
determines the success of a tourist destination. Therefore, the research on destination image has become a hotspot in 
tourism marketing sector in recent years. Based on a specific case of northern historic sites in Amhara region, this 
empirical study is carried out to assess the present destination image of historic sites as perceived by foreign tourists and 
its effect on tourist satisfaction and future travel intention. The result indicated that the image of northern historic sites in 
Amhara region particularly, the rock-hewn churches of Lalibela, Gondar and Bahir Dar was found to be weak image at 
present, because the foreign tourists had weak positive evaluations to all dimensions of historic sites’ image.  

     The results of this study underline that destination marketers must take particular consideration of the image factor as 
this will affect tourists’ behavioral intention. Positive relationship between destination image and behavioral intentions 
was highlighted. The findings suggest that if foreign tourists perceived favorable destination image, they are more willing 
to spread positive recommendations as well as to undertake repeat visitations in future.  
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