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ABSTRACT
Drawing on the appraisal theory of emotions and based on an online Qualtrics survey
conducted among members of the Australian consumer panel (n = 357), this study
examined destination equity considering the changing travel preferences in the
post COVID-19 pandemic era. The findings empirically support that in addition to
conventional destination equity drivers, tourists in the post-pandemic era consider
the internal environment when deciding on a travel destination. Peace of mind
was identified as a key manoeuvring factor influencing tourists’ behaviours such as
higher payment and share-of-wallet. Theoretical and managerial implications of the
findings are presented.
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Introduction

Tourism is highly prone to epidemics and pandemics
(Ugur & Akbiyik, 2020), with the COVID-19 pandemic
being one of the hardest to hit the tourism and hospi-
tality industry (Dolnicar & Zare, 2020; Fang et al., 2021;
Kourtit et al., 2022). During 2020–2021, over 100
million direct tourism jobs were at risk, and the indus-
try suffered a loss exceeding US$ 2 trillion (UNWTO,
2022). This downturn in tourism numbers and
revenue was largely due to global lock-down rules,
consumers’ motive to avoid the pandemic, vaccine
laws and regulations in tourism destinations, and mis-
information about COVID-19 pandemic influencing
travel behavioural intentions (Davras et al., 2022;
Gursoy et al., 2022; Williams et al., 2022). While the
global tourism industry has started to rebound and
tourists are mediating the risks associated with
travel and the COVID-19 pandemic in the new-

normal era of travel and tourism, there is an urgent
need to understand visitor requirements and rebuild
their confidence.

Chien et al. (2017, pp. 744–745) note that “One
area where there is a clear need for greater under-
standing relates to a traveller’s risk perception with
respect to personal health and well-being, and its
downstream consequences on health-preventative
and protective behaviour”. As the negative impact of
the COVID-19 pandemic is expected to be felt for a
prolonged period without a well-formulated recovery
plan (Roxas et al., 2022), it is recommended that
researchers focus on how the pandemic alters tour-
ists’ perceptions of destinations and influence on
their behaviour (Zenker & Kock, 2020). Within this
context, Shin et al. (2022, p. 1) call for tourism
researchers to “work with an anticipated ‘new
normal’ of the tourism industry and build on their
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collective knowledge to help tourism organisations
overcome the worldwide crisis”.

Selecting a travel destination is a very more
complex decision, especially during the post-COVID
era when the COVID challenges are still fresh in the
tourists’ mind. Health risk is considered to be a
crucial factor influencing travel intentions due to the
adverse impact of COVID-19 (Ugur & Akbiyik, 2020).
COVID-19 related risk perceptions are also linked to
various service providers, such as airlines (Garaus &
Hudáková, 2022; Wang et al., 2023), accommodation
(Kourtit et al., 2022; Srivastava et al., 2022; Xiang
et al., 2022), and restaurants (Kim & Lee, 2020). Per-
ceived risks, trust in destinations’ pandemic control
measures, and other travellers’ safety behaviours
(Shin et al., 2022) can significantly influence tourists’
destination decisions and destination brand choices.

Cognitive and behavioural theories discussing
risk-taking and risk acceptance allude that under
uncertainty, the decision-making process is often
complicated. Applying a rational decision-making
approach, LazAroiu et al. (2020) found that consumers’
decision-making process is linked to perceived risks.
Furthermore, trust was considered as an instrumental
factor influencing consumer purchases. Personal value
systems have biases (Bhaskar et al., 2018), whereby
overconfident people choose a different anchor
value (Gershman, 2021). For example, some travellers’
actively engage in thrill-seeking risky behaviours,
while avoiding negatively perceived risks (Pizam &
Reichel, 2004). Reisinger and Mavondo (2005) also
found that intentions to travel internationally were
determined by lower anxiety levels and a higher
degree of perceived safety. In contrast, Hajibaba
et al. (2015) theorised that crisis-resistant tourists
would follow their travel plans regardless of unex-
pected internal or external events.

Existing research has focused on different destina-
tion attributes on tourists’ perceptions and experi-
ences. However, the concept of peace-of-mind, a
crucial element in the post COVID-19 new-normal
era, has remained unexplored. Peace-of-mind, an
affective experience characterised by low-arousal
positive affect (Lee et al., 2013), is particularly relevant
when the COVID-19 risks are still fresh in the tourist
mindset. Although customer equity (CE) has been pro-
minently applied in different industries, little is known
about CE in the tourism context (Kim, Boo and Qu,
2018). The extant tourism literature largely explored
customer-based brand-equity (e.g. Bianchi et al.,
2014; Tasci, 2018, 2018); however, CE is an umbrella

concept that captures brand, value, and relationship
equity (Rust et al., 2004) warrants more attention
from the researchers to better understand about cus-
tomer management in the tourism industry. The
current study addresses these research gaps by apply-
ing the CE model in the tourism destination context
and examines the effects of the CE drivers on peace-
of-mind en-route to tourists’ behaviours such as
higher payments and share-of-wallet. Moreover, the
study examines the effects of two additional COVID-
19 related considerations such as internal environ-
ment and external supply on tourists’ peace-of-mind
and behavioural responses. This study argues that
destination managers should adopt these renewed
approaches to destination equity by exploring tour-
ists’ changing preferences, and conventional destina-
tion equity drivers that influence their travel
behaviour in the post COVID-19 era.

This study makes several contributions to the
growing body of destination equity literature and
industry practice. First, to the best of our knowledge,
this is the first investigation to explore the mechanism
between two post COVID-19 considerations (internal
supply and external environment) and tourists’
emotions and behaviours. Furthermore, apart from
examining conventional destination equity drivers,
this study considers the health and safety require-
ments related to COVID-19 for tourism operators.
Second, this study introduces and investigates two
newly identified constructs that help understand the
impact of post COVID-19 tourists’ perceptions on
their experiences. Third, by applying the destination
brand equity model, this study presents a framework
that enhances our understanding of tourists’ risk-
taking behaviours in the post COVID-19 new-normal
era. Fourth, from an industry practice perspective,
destination managers can use insights from this
study to track the various touchpoints that have an
influence tourists’ peace-of-mind and their spending.
Finally, this study provides strategic knowledge that
can help practitioners enhance customer services in
the tourism sector.

Literature review and hypotheses
development

Travel considerations in the COVID-19 new-
normal era

Past research has extensively explored various factors
associated with tourism destinations. For instance,
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studies have examined brand equity (Goḿez et al.,
2015; Shi et al., 2022), service quality (Dedeoğlu &
Kücü̧kergin, 2020), and brand image (Ashton, 2014;
Vogel et al., 2008). Other related research has
focused on destination brand awareness, image, con-
sumer attitude, loyalty, and self-congruity (Majeed
et al., 2022; Yang et al., 2022), and the value associated
with price-quality ratio (Prayag & Ryan, 2012; Vogel
et al., 2008). Additionally, research has examined
proactive and welcoming communications and
drivers influencing tourists’ overall cumulative lifetime
value and future repeat visits to specific destinations
(Boopen & Viraiyan, 2020; Foroudi et al., 2019;
Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Hyun, 2009).

More recently, research has focused on factors
influencing tourists’ destination choices in the post
COVID-19 travel context. These factors include assess-
ments of anxiety to travel (Quintal et al., 2022; Zenker
et al., 2021), perceived travel risks (Akritidis et al.,
2023; Neuburger & Egger, 2021; Rahman et al., 2021;
Ren et al., 2022; Su & Tran, 2022), and the relationship
between perceived vaccination risk and travel inten-
tions (Ekinci et al., 2022; Gursoy et al., 2022; Seçilmiş
et al., 2022; Williams et al., 2022). To address these
risk perceptions and comply with government regu-
lations during the pandemic, tourism destinations
reshaped their product and service offerings. This
included providing high-quality quarantine facilities,
masks, disinfectants, hand sanitisers, air filters and
purifiers in bedrooms and other enclosed areas,
implementing social-distancing measures, and con-
ducting deep cleaning of customer contact areas
(Davras et al., 2022; Geisler et al., 2022; Kim & Pomir-
leanu, 2021). Furthermore, McKercher and Ho (2021)
argue that a destination’s crisis preparedness and sen-
sitivity directly influence consumer perception and
destination competitiveness. Therefore, health and
safety considerations remain of utmost importance
for travellers amidst the COVID-19 pandemic.

Destination credibility, in terms of adherence to
COVID-19 health and safety regulations, has a signifi-
cant impact on potential tourists’ motivations and
confidence. Wen et al. (2021) found that following a
COVID-19 outbreak, tourists were more inclined to
choose destinations with well-established infrastruc-
ture and high-quality medical facilities. Research also
indicates that tourism industry operators who
conform to COVID-19 preventive measures help
reduce consumers’ perceived affective and cognitive
risks associated with a destination (Bae & Chang,
2020; Ugur & Akbiyik, 2020). Thus, destinations should

emphasise their ability to minimise tourists’ exposure
risks to COVID-19 while travelling within a destination.

While the tourism industry thrives by encouraging
increased visitor numbers, COVID-19 regulatory
guidelines enforced by the governments to protect
tourists and locals present significant limitation on
tourism operations. Post COVID-19 tourism rec-
ommendations include promoting mental health
through restricted travel (Karl et al., 2020), travelling
in smaller groups (Chua et al., 2021), avoiding
crowded sites (Wen et al., 2021), offering contactless
tourism and hospitality service experiences (Hao,
2021), and engaging with public parks (Buckley &
Cooper, 2022). Avoiding risks and anxiety associated
with potentially contracting COVID-19 and having
peace-of-mind while travelling are highly desired in
the new-normal era of travel and tourism. Next, we
discuss more on “peace of mind” as a construct and
its relevance in the post-COVID era.

Peace-of-mind

Peace-of-mind refers to an affective state of mind con-
taining internal peace that captures low arousal posi-
tive emotion such as peaceful, calm and serenity (Lee
et al., 2013). Peace-of-mind in the context of travel
refers to the sense of security and safety experienced
by the traveller, leading to a lack of anxiety and a posi-
tive state of mind (Traskevich & Fontanari, 2018;
Yousaf et al., 2018). Peace-of-mind is dependent on
tourists’ responses to the psychological benefits that
they receive from their experiences (Chan & Baum,
2007). These include comfort, personal security,
privacy, and safety of belonging (Schlesinger et al.,
2020). These positive states often serve as motivation
to travel. Otto and Ritchie (1996) found that peace-of-
mind ranked as the second most important factor in a
tourism destination service experience, following the
hedonic aspects that tourists loved or enjoyed.

In addition to the above, we argue that the con-
ventional drivers of customer equity (CE) that
influence travellers’ perceptions and travel behaviour
remain relevant. We examine both the conventional
CE perspectives and new considerations in this
study to offer a holistic model of destination equity
in the post COVID-19 new-normal era.

Destination equity drivers

The concept of CE is an overall measure of marketing
success and refers to the total discounted lifetime
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value of a customer (Blattberg & Deighton, 1996). It is
linked to shareholder value as it considers the current
and long-term profitability of customers (Rust et al.,
2004; Rust et al., 2000). Maximising CE is important
to business success due to its direct financial
impacts (Rust et al., 2004). The three components of
CE drivers – brand equity, value equity, and relation-
ship equity – have been applied in various sectors,
including restaurants (Hyun, 2009), and professional
sports management (Yoshida & Gordon, 2012). CE
drivers have a positive impact on loyalty and behav-
ioural intentions, satisfaction, and future sales. There-
fore, CE drivers are relevant in the tourism destination
context as they enable industry practitioners to
predict the total value generated by current, repeat,
and potential tourists. Furthermore, this understand-
ing allows us to recognise the importance of the CE
components in building long-term relationships with
customers (Hyun, 2009).

Brand equity and peace-of-mind

Brand equity refers to “the customer’s subjective and
intangible assessment of a brand, above and beyond
its objectively perceived value” (Rust et al., 2000,
p. 57). It includes the brands’ affective attributes
that evoke emotions in individuals (Kang et al.,
2017). Brand equity examines the emotional connec-
tion between the brand and its users (Chiou et al.,
2013). Research has established that people travel to
places that provide them with memorable experi-
ences and satisfaction (Gohary et al., 2020; Manosuthi
et al., 2021). They also prefer to travel to destinations
that are considered strong brands, which are attrac-
tive, unique, and likable (Chi et al., 2020). As such,
brand equity plays a vital role in the functioning of
the tourism industry.

The COVID-19 pandemic has led to numerous
psychological and mental health issues (Buckley &
Cooper, 2022; Çolakoğlu et al., 2021). This is because
some destinations are perceived as having a higher
risk of contracting COVID-19. As “health concerns are
likely to linger in the minds of many” (Shin et al.,
2022, p. 1), it dampens potential motivations and will-
ingness of potential tourists to travel (Demirović
Bajrami et al., 2021; Shin et al., 2022). Thus, peace-
of-mind becomes one of the most crucial factors to
consider in the post COVID-19 new-normal era.

Customers evaluate and value features positively if
the service provider aims to achieve brand equity,
resulting in an emotional brand connection with a

specific destination (Castañeda García et al., 2018).
Moreover, research shows that brand equity enhances
the quality of customer experiences. For example, Gao
et al. (2019) demonstrated that branding is the
primary resource to create rewarding and satisfying
brand experiences for customers. Furthermore,
Gentile et al. (2007) argued that a good brand estab-
lishes a powerful emotional bond with customers by
evoking positive moods, emotions, and feelings of
happiness. Therefore, it can be argued that if the per-
ceived brand equity is strong, tourists will experience
peace-of-mind due to their superior quality experi-
ences. Based on these arguments, the following
hypothesis is proposed:

H1a: Brand equity has a positive relation with peace-of-
mind.

Value equity and peace-of-mind

Value equity refers to “the customers’ objective assess-
ment of the utility of a brand based on perceptions of
what is given up for what is received” (Vogel et al.,
2008, p. 99). Holbrook (1994) argued that value equity
is the most significant foundation for marketing, as cus-
tomers evaluate and establish a relationship with the
service provider based on the value they receive. Pre-
vious research has also shown that perceived value
equity develops customers’ positive emotional state,
leading to a favourable attitude toward the service pro-
vider (e.g. Gao et al., 2019). Moreover, internal fairness is
achieved when customers perceive a favourable input-
outcome ratio (Oliver & Swan, 1989). Consequently,
enhanced value equity leads to higher satisfaction
with the service provider (Ou et al., 2014) and contrib-
utes to peace-of-mind. Therefore, we argue that if the
price-quality ratio of travel is favourable and the desti-
nation offers good value for money, tourists will feel
content, peaceful, and comfortable.

H1b: Value equity has a positive relation with peace-of-
mind.

Relationship equity and peace-of-mind

Relationship equity refers to the “customer’s view of
the strength of the relationship between the customer
and the firm” (Rust et al., 2000, pp. 55–56). When cus-
tomers have positive perceptions of their relation-
ships with the service provider, they develop
positive feelings and attitudes toward the provider
(Gong & Wang, 2021; Lee et al., 2022). Customers
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who are treated with care, experience psychosocial
benefits due to increased familiarity with service pro-
visions (Vogel et al., 2008). Similarly, potential tourists
prefer to visit destinations to which they feel emotion-
ally connected and perceive service providers as trust-
worthy, honest, and truthful (Han et al., 2019). Thus,
the perceived value and their relationship within a
destination further influence their satisfaction (Ala-
nanzeh et al., 2018), and strong relationship equity
increases customers’ peace-of-mind. Based on these
arguments, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H1c: Relationship equity has a positive relation with
peace-of-mind.

Internal environment and peace-of-mind

Research has shown that willingness to travel is
influenced by perceived risk events associated with
a particular travel destination, with personal safety
being a major concern for travellers (Liu & Pratt,
2017). Recent studies indicate that anxiety related to
COVID-19 has a negative impact on tourists’ travel
decisions (Holland et al., 2021; Quintal et al., 2022;
Zenker et al., 2021). Since COVID-19 can be prevented
by avoiding exposure to the virus (WHO, 2022); tour-
ists tend to switch to safer alternatives if they perceive
a high risk of exposure at a particular destination
(Neuburger & Egger, 2021). Tourists consciously
avoid destinations with risks related to terrorism, pan-
demics, and natural disasters (Wu & Shimizu, 2020).
The features and attributes attached to a destination
have a meaningful impact on destination image for-
mation and tourist satisfaction (Schlesinger et al.,
2020). Therefore, we argue that if the destination
has adequate health hygiene, cleanliness, and safety
measures, it will enhance customers’ peace-of-mind.

H2a: Internal environment has a positive relation with
peace-of-mind.

External supply and peace-of-mind

Zenker et al. (2021) found that COVID-19 related
health risks increased travel anxiety. To alleviate
travel anxiety, destination trust will be increasingly
critical, as potential tourists are less likely to travel if
they distrust the destination’s COVID-19 related
safety management (Shin et al., 2022). This is
because fear enhances tourists’ perceptions of
COVID-19 related risks, which reinforces their motiv-
ation for self-protection (Bhati et al., 2022).

Furthermore, inadequate hygiene and safety
measures will result in negative associations with
the destination. A study conducted in six global
cities (Kourtit et al., 2022) illustrated that Airbnb’s
implementation of COVID-19 hygiene and health
safety measures led to increased demand despite
higher prices. In the same vein, Yu et al. (2022)
discovered that crisis response strategies adopted
by hotels moderated the effects of affective evalu-
ation and cognitive effort on customer satisfaction.
This demonstrates that potential tourists’ peace-of-
mind regarding COVID-19 safety is contingent on
their perceived risk of contracting the virus while at
the destination and their trust in the destination’s
COVID-19 safety management procedures in the
event of infection. Thus, external supply is a new
post COVID-19 consideration for tourists when select-
ing a destination. External supply refers to the avail-
ability of sufficient health and medical supplies,
including disinfection control, hand sanitisers, and
takeaway food within the destination. Thus, we
argue that tourist satisfaction with the health and
safety measures of a destination will lead to a sense
of peace-of-mind.

H2b: External supply has a positive relation with peace-
of-mind.

Outcomes of peace-of-mind

Customers perceive a higher level of service outcome
when they are highly satisfied, which subsequently
leads to an increased willingness to pay (WTP)
(Durán-Román et al., 2021; Homburg et al., 2005). Fur-
thermore, customers who experience a sense of peace
in a particular place exhibit greater WTP (Chang-
Young & Yang, 2022; Lee et al., 2013) compared to
less satisfied customers. As such, there exists a posi-
tive correlation between service quality dimensions,
customer behaviour, WTP for services (Román &
Martín, 2016), and WTP for the same brand (Dean
et al., 2002; Suess & Mody, 2018). Additionally, custo-
mers develop positive perceptions of service delivery
when the service performance aligns with the price
that they pay (Calabrese, 2014). Thus, it is hypoth-
esised that WTP may vary based on perceived satisfac-
tion and peace-of-mind.

H3a: Peace-of-mind has a positive relation with paying
more.

This study examines share-of-wallet as the second
outcome variable related to peace-of-mind.
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Share-of-wallet refers to “the percentage of the
volume of total business conducted with the service
provider by a client organisation within a 12-month
period” (Keiningham et al., 2003, p. 39). Tourists are
driven by the desire for unique experiences to estab-
lish loyalty and repeat purchase intentions (Schle-
singer et al., 2020). Thus, we argue that tourists
spend most of their yearly travel budget to go to a
destination where they feel safe, secure, and
comfortable.

H3b: Peace-of-mind has a positive relation with tourists’
share-of-wallet.

The conceptual framework reflecting the above
hypothesised relationships is shown in Figure 1,
showing that peace-of-mind is at the centre of the
proposed model. The theoretical foundations of the
model stem from the appraisal theory of emotions
that focuses on the relationships among cognition,
emotion, and action (Lazarus, 1991). The theory
posits that there are cognitive processes underlying
individuals’ emotional experiences. Consumers’ cog-
nitive appraisals trigger their affective process which
eventually influences their behavioural responses

(Moors et al., 2013; Chiu et al., 2023). In the tourism
context, tourists’ cognitive appraisal involves their
perception of the destination equity drivers (brand,
value, and relationship equity), internal environment
and external supply factors. This appraisal generates
an affective state of mind, which eventually influences
their behavioural response. We argue that peace of
mind reflects such an affective state during the
post-COVID era that leads to tourists’ behavioural
responses – higher payment and share-of-wallet.

Methodology

Data collection

Data were collected using an online Qualtrics survey
instrument, facilitated by a third-party vendor. The
vendor distributed the survey link to its consumer
panel members who voluntarily opted to participate
in the survey in exchange for monetary benefits. The
survey instrument consisted of three sections. The
first section focused on introductory questions,
including whether the respondents travelled during
the holiday season from December 2020-January

Figure 1. Conceptual framework.
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2021. For those who answered affirmatively, sub-
sequent questions were posed to gather information
about their travel destination, travel companions,
travel mode, motivation for selecting the destination,
type of accommodation, budget spent, and the per-
centage of the total budget allocated to the
specified location. The second section contained a
series of questions pertaining to established scale
items measuring constructs such as brand equity,
value equity, relationship equity, peace-of-mind,
higher payment, and share-of-wallet (see Figure 1).
Additionally, the instrument included scale items to
assess constructs related to the post COVID-19
context, namely internal environment and external
supply. Finally, the questionnaire included demo-
graphic variables of the respondents for classification
purposes.

The survey instrument was pre-tested among 56
respondents who received the survey link from the
third-party vendor. We analysed the pre-test data to
ensure the proper functioning of the survey settings
in Qualtrics, such as filters and other conditions, and
to verify that participants’ responses were accurately
recorded in the spreadsheet. Finally, the online
survey link was sent to 1,654 members (excluding
the 56 pre-test participants). Respondents were
filtered based on whether they travelled during the
last holiday season and mentioned at least one
travel destination. A total of 357 valid responses
were included in the data analysis.

Measures

Most of the construct measures were adopted from
previous research discussed earlier. For instance,
brand equity is based on the destination’s brand
image, using items adapted from Vogel et al. (2008).
Similarly, value equity was measured by capturing
the perception of price-quality in visiting the target
destination, with adapted from the same study.
Relationship equity was evaluated through satisfac-
tion, trust, and commitment towards the destinations
utilising items from Hennig-Thurau et al. (2002) and
Hyun (2009).

In addition, the survey instrument included items
to reflect the COVID-19 related requirements for
tourism operators. Through exploratory factor analy-
sis, these items were categorised into two groups:
internal environment and external supply. The
internal environment focused on the health,
hygiene, and cleanliness precautions taken by the

respondents, as well as avoidance of crowds, which
have been identified in the literature as key consider-
ations for travel, as discussed earlier. On the other
hand, external supply focused on the availability of
sufficient health and medical supplies, as well as disin-
fection control facilities like sanitisers, and the avail-
ability of takeaway food.

The measures of peace-of-mind focused on the
feelings of freedom, ease, comfortable harmony, and
peace experienced while travelling to the respective
destination. The scale items for peace-of-mind were
adapted from Lee et al. (2013). The dependent vari-
able, higher payment, was assessed using two items
that reflected the additional payments paid by
respondents due to the extra travel considerations
during the pandemic. Share-of-wallet was measured
using two items that captured the amount of
money spent in the targeted destination relative to
the total travel budget, as well as considerations
over other travel destinations. All the measures were
rated on a seven-point Likert scale, ranging from
“Strongly disagree-1” and “Strongly agree-7”.

Empirical results

Sample description

Out of the 357 valid respondents, 46.80% were male
and 53.20% were female. The majority of respondents
were Australians (84.90%), with an average fortnightly
income of $3,600. More than three-quarters (78.4%) of
the respondents held at least a diploma, bachelor’s, or
master’s degree qualification. A summary of the
demographic characteristics of the respondents is
presented in Table 1.

Common method bias

Both procedural and statistical measures were
implemented to mitigate the potential effects of
common method bias. As a procedural measure, a
meticulously crafted cover letter was utilised during
data collection to provide clear survey instructions.
The cover letter also assured respondents of their
anonymity and emphasised the importance of provid-
ing honest responses. Additionally, pre-validated
scales were employed to measure the constructs of
interest. To further minimise common method bias,
the items measuring predictor and criterion variables
were placed in separate sections, promoting psycho-
logical separation (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
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Under the statistical measure, Harman’s single-
factor test was conducted to assess whether a single
dominant factor accounted for most of the variances
among the measurement items. The exploratory
factor analysis revealed the presence of six factors,
with the first factor explaining 15.33% of the variance.
This outcome indicates that no single factor
accounted for a substantial portion of the variances
explained by the items. Therefore, common method
bias was not identified as a significant issue in this
study.

Measurement model

All the scale items used in this study underwent
assessment of their uni-dimensionality, reliability,
and validity. Initially, an exploratory factor analysis
was conducted, confirming that the constructs
employed in the model are unidimensional. Sub-
sequently, a confirmatory factor analysis was per-
formed (Anderson & Gerbing, 1982) to examine the
measurement model using AMOS 26.0. The conver-
gent validity of the constructs, including the first-
order dimensions of CE, was established as all items
exhibited factor loadings higher than 0.50 and

loaded significantly (at the 0.01 level) onto the corre-
sponding latent construct (Hair, 2010) (see Table 2).

The correlations among the various constructs,
including the first-order dimensions of CE, were
within the acceptable range (see Table 3), confirming
discriminant validity (Kline, 2011). The composite
reliability (CR) values, which indicate the reliability
and internal consistency of a latent construct,
ranged between 0.81 and 0.92. These values
exceeded the recommended threshold of 0.60 as
suggested by Bagozzi and Yi (1988). The minimum
average variance extracted (AVE) value exceeded
0.50 (see Table 3), providing further evidence of the
discriminant validity of the constructs (Fornell &
Larcker, 1981).

The goodness-of-fit measures for the measurement
model demonstrated satisfactory fit indices with the
data (χ2= 819.34; df = 377; χ2/df= 2.17; RMSEA = 0.05;
CFI = 0.94; TLI = 0.93; NFI = 0.90), indicating that the
constructs were different from each other.

Structural model

We conducted a structural model analysis using
AMOS software. The fit indices indicated satisfactory
fit (χ2= 872.61; df = 387; χ2/df = 2.25; RMSEA = 0.05;
CFI = 0.93; TLI = 0.92; NFI = 0.90), indicating that the
model fit the data well. The structural paths, along
with their respective coefficients and significance
levels, are presented in Table 4.

Table 4 illustrates that value equity (β = 0.10; p =
0.04) and relationship equity (β = 0.69; p = 0.001)
have a positive influence on travellers’ peace-of-
mind, whereas brand equity (β =−0.08; p = 0.19)
does not show a significant effect. Regarding the
COVID related factors, the internal environment (β =
0.18; p = 0.035) significantly influences travellers’
peace-of-mind, while external supply (β =−0.12; p =
0.19) does not exhibit a significant impact. This
research shows that peace-of-mind positively has a
positive influence on both higher payment (β = 0.15;
p = 0.01) and share-of-wallet (β = 0.17; p = 0.006).

Based on the findings (Table 4), it is evident that
the constructs of value equity, relationship equity,
and internal environment significantly influence tra-
vellers’ peace-of-mind, which subsequently affects
higher payment and share-of-wallet. This suggests
that peace-of-mind may act as a mediator in the
relationships between value equity, relationship
equity, and internal environment with higher
payment and share-of-wallet. To test this a post-hoc

Table 1. Descriptive characteristics of the respondents (N = 357).

Demographic characteristics Frequency (%) Cumulative (%)

Gender
Male 167 46.8 46.8
Female 190 53.2 100
Fortnightly income
Less than $2,000 122 34.2 34.2
$2,001 – $3000 76 21.3 55.5
$3,001–$4,000 68 19.0 74.5
$,4001–$5,000 31 8.7 83.2
$5,001–$6,000 28 7.8 91.0
More than $6,000 32 9.0 100.0
Education
Primary School 2 0.6 0.6
High School 71 19.9 20.4
Diploma/Certificate 80 22.4 42.9
Bachelor’s 129 36.1 79.0
Master’s 72 20.2 99.2
Others 3 0.8 100.0
Nationality
Australian 303 84.9 84.9
European 19 5.3 90.2
American 4 1.1 91.3
Asian 21 5.9 97.2
African 2 0.6 97.8
Others 8 2.2 100.0
No. of visits
First Time 89 24.9 24.9
2–3 Times 104 29.1 54.1
4–5 Times 44 12.3 66.4
6 Times or more 120 33.6 100.0
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analysis was conducted using Hayes’ (2013) Process
Macro-Model 4 with 5,000 bootstrapped samples.
The SPSS Process Macro employs ordinary least
squares regression to estimate the parameters of
each equation separately, enabling the examination
of indirect effects (Hayes et al., 2017).

In the analysis, value equity, relationship equity,
and internal environment were treated as indepen-
dent variables (X), while higher payment and share-
of-wallet were considered as dependent variables
(Y). Peace-of-mind served as the mediating variable
(M). Six mediating tests were conducted (3

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and factor loadings of the scale items.

Constructs Loading Mean SD

Brand Equity (BE):
This place is a strong brand as a tourist destination. 0.84 5.35 1.37
This place is an attractive tourist destination. 0.89 5.63 1.18
This place is a unique tourist destination. 0.71 5.34 1.28
This place is a likable tourist destination. 0.79 5.70 1.08
Value Equity (VE):
Overall, the price-quality ratio of travelling at this place is favourable. 0.77 5.58 1.03
Visiting this place as a tourist destination is a good deal. 0.88 5.61 1.04
Compared with other destinations, this place offers good value for money. 0.82 5.47 1.12
Relationship Equity (RE):
I know what to expect when I visit this place/destination. 0.68 5.84 1.19
This place is trustworthy as a tourist destination. 0.79 5.78 1.16
In general, this place’s employees are honest and truthful. 0.75 5.61 1.12
I feel emotionally attached to this destination. 0.63 5.34 1.40
I think I did the right thing when I decided to travel to this place. 0.79 5.89 1.06
Overall, I am satisfied with the travel experience at this place. 0.85 5.94 1.07
Internal Environment (IE):
This place enabled visitors to avoid health risks that could arise from social contact. 0.83 5.58 1.05
This destination ensured adequate health-hygiene for the visitors. 0.88 5.63 1.00
This destination ensured adequate cleanliness of physical facilities. 0.86 5.73 1.00
This destination adopted proper health safety measures for visitors. 0.87 5.67 1.05
This destination enabled visitors to socially distance themselves to avoid crowds. 0.72 5.61 1.09
External Supply (ES):
This place had adequate health supplies and medical facilities that I had access to. 0.77 5.44 1.35
The accommodation in this destination had good disinfection control facilities. 0.85 5.41 1.26
There were masks and hand sanitisers provided for the visitors to this destination. 0.66 5.11 1.53
Visitors were able to enjoy adequate takeaway restaurant facilities in this destination instead of dining in. 0.72 5.47 1.28
Peace-of-mind (PM):
My mind was free and at ease when I was travelling to this place. 0.83 5.72 1.01
I felt content and comfortable with myself while travelling to this place. 0.89 5.72 1.05
I had peace and harmony in my mind while travelling to this place. 0.86 5.63 1.09
The way I spent my holiday in this place brought me feelings of peace and comfort. 0.75 5.65 1.14
Higher payment (HP):
I paid more for additional safety measures for the staff who served me during my trips. 0.91 4.27 1.52
I paid more for additional safety measures in the accommodation where I stayed during my trips. 0.93 4.27 1.55
Share-of-wallet (SW):
I have spent most of my yearly travel budget in this destination. 0.87 4.35 1.51
I have spent more money in this destination compared to other places. 0.78 4.57 1.37

Table 3. Psychometric properties and correlations.

CR AVE BE VE RE PM HP SW IE ES

BE 0.88 0.66 0.81
VE 0.86 0.68 0.27** 0.82
RE 0.85 0.56 0.57** 0.24** 0.75
PM 0.90 0.70 0.37** 0.25** 0.64** 0.84
HP 0.92 0.85 0.25** 0.13* 0.18** 0.13* 0.92
SW 0.81 0.68 0.20** 0.13** 0.11* 0.14** 0.71** 0.82
IE 0.92 0.70 0.53** 0.27** 0.66** 0.53** 0.29** 0.25** 0.84
ES 0.84 0.57 0.48** 0.27** 0.63** 0.43** 0.33** 0.27** 0.68** 0.75

Notes: Superscript ** = p<0.01 and * = p <0.05; Diagonal values reflect the square root of AVE; [CR = Composite reliability; AVE = Average Var-
iance Extracted; BE = Brand Equity, VE = Value Equity; RE = Relationship Equity; PM = Peace-of-mind; HP = Higher Payment; SW = Share-of-
Wallet; IE = Internal Environment; ES = External Supply]
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independent variables x 2 dependent variables). The
results are presented in Table 5. Specifically, Table 5
(a), (b), and (c) indicate that the indirect effects of
value equity on share-of-wallet (b = 0.04; BootLLCI
0.005 – BootULCI 0.07) and higher payment (b =
0.04; BootLLCI 0.004 – BootULCI 0.08) through
peace-of-mind are statistically significant. This sup-
ports the mediating role of peace-of-mind in the
relationships between value equity and share-of-
wallet, as well as higher pay. However, the indirect
effects of relationship equity and internal environ-
ment on share-of-wallet and higher payment
through peace-of-mind were found to be non-signifi-
cant. This suggests that peace-of-mind does not
mediate the relationships between relationship
equity and the internal environment with share-of-
wallet and higher payment.

Discussion and conclusion

This study explored factors that influence tourists’
travel behaviour in the context of the COVID-19 pan-
demic. Specifically, it focuses on two travel beha-
viours: the share-of-wallet spent in a particular
destination and the higher payment made by tourists
for additional safety measures during travel. This

study places particular emphasis on peace-of-mind,
a psychological construct that plays a crucial role in
influencing tourists’ travel behaviours. It argues that
both conventional destination equity drivers (brand,
value, and relationship) and COVID-19 related
factors influence tourists’ peace-of-mind and sub-
sequently impact higher payment and share-of-
wallet.

Among the conventional destination equity
drivers, the study found that value equity and
relationship equity have a positive influence on travel-
lers’ peace-of-mind, whereas brand equity does not.
Notably, the impact of relationship equity on peace-
of-mind is stronger than other paths and the beta
value is stronger for relationship equity than that of
other paths, suggesting that travellers prioritised des-
tinations they were familiar with and trust. This study
also highlights the importance of value equity, indi-
cating that travellers consider the value for money
aspect when deciding on a destination. This finding
aligns with Durán-Román et al. (2021) that tourists’
enjoyment is contingent on the quality of service
they receive which ultimately contributes to building
a relationship with the destination. Therefore, this
study’s finding underscores the significance of value
equity in travellers’ decision-making process and

Table 4. Standardised coefficients and p-value of the structural model.

Particulars β-value p-value Decision

H1a: Brand Equity → Peace-of-mind −0.08 0.19 Not supported
H1b: Value equity → Peace-of-mind 0.10 0.04 Supported
H1c: Relationship equity → Peace-of-mind 0.69 0.001 Supported
H2a: Internal environment → Peace-of-mind 0.18 0.035 Supported
H2b: External supply → Peace-of-mind −0.12 0.19 Not supported
H3a Peace-of-mind → Higher payment 0.15 0.01 Supported
H3b Peace-of-mind → Share-of-wallet 0.17 0.006 Supported

Table 5. Mediation analysis through process macro using Hayes (2013) Model 4.

Dependent Variables β t p Indirect Effect via Peace-of-mind [BootLLCI – BootULCI]

(a) Independent Variable: Value equity

Peace-of-mind 0.25 4.87 0.000 –
Share-of-wallet 0.15 1.99 0.04 0.04 [0.005–0.078]
Higher payment 0.16 1.97 0.04 [0.004–0.08]

(b) Independent Variable: Relationship equity

Peace-of-mind 0.66 16.08 0.000 –
Share-of-wallet 0.06 0.63 0.52 0.10 [−0.01–0.23]
Higher payment 0.26 2.37 0.02 [−0.08–0.16]

(c) Independent Variable: Internal environment

Peace-of-mind 0.56 12.07 0.000 –
Share-of-wallet 0.36 4.07 0.001 0.007 [−0.08–0.09]
Higher payment 0.50 5.12 0.000 −0.03 [−0.12–0.06]
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their perception of receiving value for money, which
ultimately influences their destination selection and
peace-of-mind.

However, this study reveals that brand equity does
not have an impact on consumers’ peace-of-mind.
This suggests that potential travellers during the
COVID-19 pandemic did not prioritise the brand
aspect when selecting a travel destination. This
finding aligns with the research conducted by Awan
et al. (2021), who found that tourists prioritise health
and safety considerations over the brand aspect
when choosing a destination to visit. Given the mul-
tiple waves of COVID-19 experienced by destinations,
tourists may question the reliability and credibility of
destination brands. Therefore, it can be argued that
tourists’ decision-making is more influenced by the
availability of health and safety measures within the
destination rather than branding aspects.

Additionally, this study demonstrates that the
internal environment significantly influences tourists’
peace-of-mind, whereas no significant effect of exter-
nal supply on peace-of-mind is observed. Further-
more, peace-of-mind is found to have a significant
impact on both higher payment and share-of-wallet,
indicating that travellers are willing to allocate a sig-
nificant portion of their travel budget to a destination
where they feel satisfied and at peace. This finding
aligns with the research conducted by Lee et al.
(2013) and Chang-Young and Yang (2022), highlight-
ing that tourists are willing to spend more money if
they feel experience satisfaction and peace in a par-
ticular place. Moreover, the results of the post-hoc
mediation tests suggest that peace-of-mind acts as a
mediator in the relationships between value equity
and both share-of-wallet and higher payment. This
finding underscores the crucial role of peace-of-
mind on travellers’ destination decision-making
process, particularly in this post-COVID era. This is
supported by the extant literature such as Traskevich
and Fontanari (2018) and Yousaf et al., (2018) who
found that peace-of-mind serves as a mediator
between travel stressors and travel satisfaction.

Implications

Theoretical implications

The theoretical implications of the current research
are manifold. Firstly, while past research predomi-
nantly focused on the customer-based destination
brand equity, the current study makes a significant

contribution to the tourism literature by providing a
holistic framework for measuring destination equity
that includes all the three CE drivers – brand, value,
and relationship equity. Secondly, by shedding light
on the internal environment considerations and
their effects on tourists’ behaviours such as share-of-
wallet and higher payment, this study offers new
insight into tourists’ responses to equity drivers. The
findings emphasises on the significance of value
equity, relationship equity, and the maintenance of
internal environmental conditions in a destination.
These factors play a crucial role in driving tourists’
peace-of-mind, share-of-wallet, and payments.
Finally, the study offers a parsimonious model of des-
tination equity drivers to predict tourists’ behavioural
responses where peace-of-mind plays a centre role.
The mediating role of peace-of-mind in relationships
between value equity and behavioural responses
(higher payment and share-of-wallet) is a unique con-
tribution of the current study that reconceptualises
the destination equity model and extends its dimen-
sions in the post-COVID context.

Managerial implications

The findings of the study offer useful managerial
implications. The results highlight that value equity
and relationship equity have a positive impact on tra-
vellers’ peace-of-mind. This finding underscores the
significance of positioning value equity and relation-
ship equity in the minds of tourists. Therefore,
tourism and hospitality operators need to assess
how the COVID-19 pandemic has influenced the per-
ceptions images of destinations. As demonstrated in
this study, the internal environment plays a significant
role in shaping tourists’ peace-of-mind. Therefore,
operators must ensure the implementation of
proper cleanliness, health hygiene, and safety
measures. Destination operators should also strive
to understand and meet the emerging needs of tour-
ists regarding safety and hygiene factors. Aligning
marketing strategies with these needs is essential
for restoring consumer confidence.

Tourism operators should consider promoting travel
motives that satisfy the socio-psychological needs of
visitors, aligning with their mental wellbeing and
peace-of-mind requirements. Additionally, providing
up-to-date, transparent, and easily accessible infor-
mation about health conditions and regulations in des-
tinations, including health and safety facilities, hygiene
standards is crucial. Utilising health and safety labels
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alongside marketing campaigns can serve as an
additional means to fulfil tourists’ needs for hygiene
factors and foster their confidence and peace-of-mind.

Furthermore, the findings suggest that peace-of-
mind mediates the link between value equity and
behavioural responses such as higher payment and
share-of-wallet. Therefore, tourism destinations
should prioritise creating an environment of peace
and harmony by ensuring safety, security and by
offering enhanced tourism offerings. With a key
focus on tourists’ peace-of-mind, destination man-
agers can potentially increase the number of tourists
who will be willing to visit and spend a higher pro-
portion of their trip budget on that destination.

Limitations and future research directions

This study has several limitations. Firstly, the findings
of this study are based on the Australian context, and
cultural variations can significantly influence individ-
ual perceptions and behaviours. Therefore, future
researchers could conduct cross-cultural comparisons
between Australia and other tourism destination con-
texts to examine the generalisability of the model.
Considering cultural variables in the research design
would provide valuable insights into how the model
operates in diverse cultural settings.

Secondly, this study focused on the outcomes of
tourists’ higher payment and share-of-wallet. While
these outcomes are important indicators of tourists’
behaviour, future researchers may explore additional
behavioural outcomes that can shed further light on
the effects of destination equity drivers and the med-
iating role of peace-of-mind.

Furthermore, this study had limitations in terms of
the demographic data collected. Future researchers
could incorporate a more comprehensive range of
demographic variables, such as considering specific
segments of the population, including individuals
with special needs or different age groups, to gain
deeper insights into their perceptions and behaviours
within the context of destination equity.
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