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VR is a new technology that contains many possibilities in different domains, such as promoting touristic
destinations. Due to the increasing competition in the tourism sector, there is a need for innovative technologies
to keep attracting customers. The purpose of this article is to examine which factors influence
the intention to use VR glasses for touristic purposes, including travel journalism. Within this research
The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology 2 (UTAUT2) has been used. Spatial presence was
added as additional factor to the model to measure the presence within the virtual environment.
An online questionnaire was set up to question and measure the intentions of respondents between 18 and 24
years old.

Analyses revealed positive impact of different variables on the intentions to use VR glasses for touristic
purposes. Hedonic motivation had a positive influence on the intention to wear VR-glasses. In addition,
price value and spatial presence appear to have a positive influence on the intention to purchase VR-glasses
for touristic purposes. Finally, there were three factors that had a positive influence on the intention to keep
using VR-glasses for touristic purposes: social influence, facilitating conditions and spatial presence. Theo-
retical and managerial implications are presented.

Keywords: virtual reality, destination marketing, tourism, virtual reality glasses, technology adoption,

travel journalism.

Introduction

Virtual reality (VR), the generation of three-
dimensional images in a computer environment [1], is a
rapidly developing technology with a wide range of ap-
plications [2, 3]. The tourism sector can benefit greatly
from the potential that VR offers [4, 3]. The destination
market is becoming increasingly competitive [5, 6]. This
forces professionals from the tourism sector to look for
innovative techniques to continue to attract visitors. The
use of modern technologies is therefore crucial [6]. The
challenge is to convince potential tourists to visit a desti-
nation [7]. Like technologies, travelers’ expectations for a
great deal of immediate information are growing [8]. The
emergence of modern information and communication
techniques such as VR offers opportunities to attract and
retain visitors. From a marketing perspective, VR has the
potential to stimulate the promotion and sales of tourism
services [6]. First, VR can be used in the tourism industry
to provide information to consumers about destinations
[1], and it can encourage potential tourists to visit their
sites and attractions [6]. Tour operators can offer a simu-
lated experience of a destination to potential travelers,
allowing virtual exploration and assessment of a destina-
tion before actually visiting the location [6]. Secondly,
The use of VR provides an interactive experience, unlike
passive tools such as brochures and videos [9].

In recent years, the tourism industry has often
faced transformation processes caused by the develop-
ment and adoption of new information technologies like
VR [10]. However, VR can only be successful if it is
accepted and used by consumers [11]. VR changes the
way potential tourists search for inspiration and travel
experiences [3]. Although the market forecasts are
promising, recent figures indicate that consumer ac-

ceptance for the use of VR is still limited [12]. Moreo-
ver, the acceptance of VR within the domain of tourism
has hardly been studied [7]. Several studies have al-
ready studied the acceptance and use of augmented
reality (AR). In VR, consumers are completely im-
mersed in the virtual world, while when using aug-
mented reality consumers still see the real world in
front of them, with additional digital animation. This
gives the consumer access to both real and virtual in-
formation [13]. Because of these differences, a separate
approach is needed for VR.

Literature

VR applications were developed as early as the
1970s. However, it was only with the emergence of
head-mounted displays (HMDs), such as VR glasses,
that this technology became cost-effective and was in-
troduced to the mass market [14]. VR is now more ac-
cessible to consumers, because headsets have been de-
signed that are also suitable for smartphones [15] and
affordable for consumers. Often VR headsets require a
different computer device such as a smartphone [16].
Companies such as Google, Samsung and Oculus, a
company owned by Facebook, have introduced afford-
able VR glasses in recent years and promoted this
among consumers. As a result, VR has experienced a
rapid diffusion [15]. VR glasses are a portable device
that allows individuals to experience simulated envi-
ronments [12].

Today’s VR glasses are designed for personal
use, this could mean a potential for mass consumption
of VR experiences [17]. Modern HMDs can make
viewers feel like they are in a spherical field of view
[18]. The strength of the device lies in its intensity and
constructed realism [19].
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Technological innovations ensure that the tour-
ism sector can meet the increasing need for experience
of potential tourists [20]. The emergence and spread of
the internet has helped to ensure that potential tourists
perceive and consume destinations differently. The
virtual world has the potential to offer a rich environ-
ment, allowing potential travelers to explore the desti-
nations [21]. By developing communication channels
with customers, tourism organizations can promote
their destinations. In this way, they can try to raise
awareness of potential travelers and convince them to
visit the destination [5]. Travelers already develop an
image and expectations about their destination before
they have visited the destination. This image is based
on various factors such as previous expectations, word
of mouth, press releases, etc. This allows tourists to
develop an image of their destination [5]. It can be
interesting for the destination market to integrate VR
into their marketing strategy, because it allows them
to have a greater influence on the search process for
information about a destination. A choice of destina-
tion is influenced by all kinds of extrinsic factors such
as costs, landscape, weather, sun, climate, accommo-
dations, etc. In contrast, intrinsic factors contribute to
the decision to travel [22]. According to Sarbu et al.
(2018) [22], VR has the potential to combine both,
which increases the likelihood that they can influence
potential travelers’ decisions. According to Hirakawa,
Sato, Hisazumi, and Shibata (2015) [23], besides visit-
ing famous tour destinations, tourists also want to ex-
perience the associated environment. VR allows tour-
ists to explore their destination before departure,
thereby experiencing and evaluating the associated
atmosphere and emotions [22]. In this way, VR appli-
cations can help create more realistic expectations
about the destination [3]. Rainoldi et al. (2018) [3]
also note that tourists can access accurate and reliable
destination information through VR.

Yeh et al. (2017) [1] investigated how emotions
moderated the different AIDA effects of information
displays in the context of online tourism.

Only tourists with a high sense of excitement had
stronger responses in VR mode than in 2D mode pic-
ture mode. VR can be an important promotional tool,
but it is important to implement elements that can
generate the feeling of arousal [1].

VR leads to a higher level of vibrancy and interac-
tion compared to a 2D mode, with videos and images
lacking interaction options [24, 15]. This results in an
increased sense of telepresence [25, 26], which means
that individuals feel present in a different destination
than their actual location [27]. An increased sense of
telepresence can positively influence attitudes to the
brand and positively stimulate consumer purchasing
intentions [24, 28, 15]. Not only vibrancy and interac-
tion, but also user control plays a role [29]. Their re-
search found that user control had a positive impact on
evaluating a website. Because 3D-ads grant users con-
trol to evaluate a destination, consumers can experience

their destination as more realistic [29, 1]. Tussyadiah et
al. (2018) [28] noted an additional consequence of
telepresence. Their study found that the feeling of pres-
ence led to an increased sense of pleasure.

Yeh et al. (2017) [1] state that this may be due to
VR technologies that have the potential to evoke feel-
ings of imagination and fantasy among consumers.
Because consumers experience the visual experience
as attractive, there can be an emotional involvement
that results in a desire to visit the real destination [6].
For example, a study by Huang, Backman, Backman,
and Moore (2013) [30] found that when consumers
were able to navigate a virtual 3D tourist place, they
experienced this as a hedonistic experience. The emo-
tional involvement that resulted from this had a posi-
tive influence on the behavioral intention.

Hartl and Berger (2017) [14] found in their study
that the feeling of being in a different environment was
the key characteristic influencing the acceptance of this
technology. Another finding of their study was that
escapism, the opportunity to escape from everyday life,
also played a role in the adoption of VR glasses.

Musil and Pigel (1994) [31], on the other hand,
found that tourism is difficult to replace with VR, be-
cause they believe it is not able to completely replace
seeing and feeling an experience. According to
Cheong (1995) [2], the social and cultural aspect of a
VR destination is also missing. Although VR can help
to better tailor the destination to the traveler, Formica
and Kothari (2008) [8] argue that this technology can-
not replace personal service. Berger et al. (2006) [32]
note that despite the increasing online sales of tourist
products, people still attach importance to social inter-
action with a travel agent.

Due to the continuous evolution of VR, it will also
be possible to allow consumers to experience full travel
experiences through VR [9]. Guttentag (2010) [4] states
that in the future VR has the potential to create virtual
experiences as a replacement for real visits to certain
destinations. VR travel documentaries can provide ac-
cess to certain places that traditional tourism cannot
provide. Examples of these are endangered and remote
locations [4, 33]. While it is unlikely that VR will re-
place physical travel in the future, according to Leotta
and Ross (2018) [33], Cheong (1995) [2] argues that
this could make people no longer find it necessary to
visit the real destination. This may result in a decrease
in real world travel, as travelers choose the comfort of
their own homes [8]. In addition, destinations can be
protected against destruction [34]. It is important to ask
the critical question here whether VR is actually able to
replace real travel [4]. While Slater and Sanchez-Vives
(2016) [34] emphasize that replacing travel with VR
has several benefits, Vergara, Rubio, and Lorenzo
(2017) [35] argue that VR experiences are often not of
the same quality as effective destination visits. From a
technology perspective, there are some limitations that
can hinder VR travel replacement, such as short battery
life, limited number of applications, and lack of con-
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tinuous high-speed Internet connection [36]. In addi-
tion, VR glasses can be uncomfortable with long-term
use, for example, an HMD can in some cases cause
cyber disease [35].

The different generations have a different perspec-
tive on innovation and technology. The ultrasound
boomers grew up with technology, in contrast to the
baby boomers who can sometimes struggle to keep up
with the technology because it only had a limited role
in their youth [8]. I-Generation is the generation born
from 1995 to the present. Rosen (2011) [37] emphasiz-
es that people from this generation are immersed in
technology from birth. This generation often finds it
much easier to understand and use new technologies
[38, 8]. In order to reach young consumers, companies
need to be increasingly creative about communication
[39]. It is important to understand the needs, percep-
tions and behavior of this generation, based on their
knowledge and use of technology.

The emergence of new information and commu-
nication technologies has changed the way companies
communicate with consumers [40]. Venkatesh, Morris,
Davis, and Davis (2003) [41] noted that there were many
similarities in the different models, and synthesized these
8 theories: Theory of reasoned actions (TRA), Technolo-
gy Acceptance Model (TAM), Motivational Model (
MM), Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), Combined
TAM and TPB (C-TAM-TPB), Model of Pc Utilization
(MPCU), Innovation Difussion Theory (IDT), and Social
Cognitive Theory (SCT).

Venkatesh et al. (2003) [41] formulated the Uni-
fied Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology
(UTAUT). This theory mainly predicted the behavioral
intention to use a new technology in an organizational
context. Nowadays, more and more technologies are
used in an individual setting of use [42].

The UTAUT2 model has following variables:

Performance expectancy (PE). This concept is
the degree to which an individual believes that using
the technology could improve performance in his / her
daily life [40, 41]. According to Kalantari (2017) [43],
wireless devices, such as VR glasses, can better in-
form users and make better decisions. Venkatesh et
al. (2003) [41] made a synthesis of 8 different models,
which showed that the construct referring to perfor-
mance expectancy in each model turned out to be the
strongest predictor of behavioral intention. The fol-
lowing hypothesis has been formulated to investigate
the influence of performancy expectancy on the inten-
tion to use VR glasses:

H1: Performance expectancy has a positive influ-
ence on the behavioral intention to use VR glasses.

Effort expectancy (EE). This concept is defined
as the degree to which the person must make an effort
to get started with the technology. It concerns the de-
gree to which an individual feels that a technology is
easy to use [41]. Factors that influence the acceptance
of the AR-smartphone game Pokémon Go were inves-
tigated [44]. It was found that technologies will be

used and accepted more quickly when they are easy to
use [44]. If users perceive the interaction experience
as simple, it can increase the acceptance of the tech-
nology. The following hypothesis has been formulated
to investigate the influence of effort expectancy on the
intention to use VR glasses:

H2: Effort expectancy has a positive influence
on the behavioral intention to use VR glasses.

Social influence (SI). This is the degree to which
an individual thinks others think he / she should use the
technology. How an individual thinks others will per-
ceive him / her can influence the individual’s behavior
[41]. These others are people who are important and
relevant to the user [44]. It was found that «social influ-
ence» has less of an impact when use is voluntary than
in an involuntary setting [41]. In a voluntary context,
social influence is more commonly used to influence
perceptions about the technology [41]. Since VR glass-
es are a new technology, we expected social influence
to play a role in the intention to use VR glasses. The
following hypothesis was formulated:

H3: Social influence has a positive influence on
the behavioral intention to use VR glasses.

Facilitating conditions (FC). When users feel that
many facilitating conditions are available, this can
have a positive effect on the intention to use the tech-
nology more [41]. AR and VR have become more
accessible to the mass market as a result of recent de-
velopments in wireless connectivity, smartphone sen-
sor technologies and high-speed networks [45]. The
following hypothesis follows:

H4: Facilitating conditions have a positive influ-
ence on the behavioral intention to use VR glasses.

Hedonic motivation (HM) is the degree to which
the individual enjoys using the technology. Hedonisti-
cally related variables are increasingly recurring, as
they become more important with new technologies
that have an interactive and social character [46]. It was
found that users may have an increased intention to visit
the real destination if they experience the virtual envi-
ronment as attractive [6]. According to a study by van
der Heijden (2004) [47], hedonistic value can also play
a crucial role in increasing the acceptance of infor-
mation systems. Perceived pleasure and ease of use can
be more decisive for the intention to use a technology
[47]. Hedonic motivation is the strongest predictor of
behavioral intention [44]. The hypothesis below has
been formulated to determine the influence to investi-
gate hedonic motivation on the intention to use VR
glasses for tourist purposes:

H5: Hedonic motivation has a positive influence
on the behavioral intention to use VR glasses.

Price value (PV). The degree to which consumers
balance the perceived benefits of the technology on
the one hand, and the costs associated with its use on
the. When the benefits outweigh the costs, it can have
a positive influence on the intention to use the new
technology [47]. VR is becoming more and more ac-
cessible to the consumer [16]. Consumers will have to
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put on VR glasses to use VR, but there are also several
applications that are free to use [44]. The following
hypothesis has been formulated in relation to price
value:

H6: Price value has a positive influence on the
behavioral intention to use VR glasses.

Habit (HA). This is the degree to which someone
already has experience with a technology.

The following hypothesis has been formulated
about habit:

H7: Habit has a positive influence on the behav-
ioral intention to use VR glasses.

Spatial presence. A study [14] also showed that VR
glasses have the ability to ensure a high level of presence
compared to other technologies. The more users felt pre-
sent in the virtual world, the more useful and pleasant
they found the VR glasses [14]. Users’ sense of presence
can be influenced by a sense of control, participation,
vibrancy, and enjoyment of VR [48].

That is why we include the variable spatial pres-
ence (SP) in the UTAUT2 model. The following hy-
pothesis has been formulated about the influence of
presence on the intention on the use of VR glasses:

H8: A sense of presence positively influences
the behavioral intention to use VR glasses.

In the UTAUT-model, 4 main constructs can be
discerned within the model: performance expectancy,
effort expectancy, social influence and facilitating con-
ditions. Performance expectancy, effort expectancy and
social influence are direct determinants of the behavior-
al intention. In the UTAUT2 model, Venkatesh et al.
(2012) added 3 constructs to the original UTAUT mod-
el: hedonic motivation, price value and habit. These
additions increased the explained variance of the behav-
ioral intention (Venkatesh et al., 2012).

In this study, we try to investigate the factors that
explain why VR glasses are adopted or not for tourist
purposes, such as exploring a future destination. The
following section explains how the study was con-
ducted.

Methods

This study uses the UTAUT2 model to study the
factors that determine why consumers should or
should not use VR glasses.

This research focuses on I-Generation because of
the higher demands and their need for innovative mar-
keting techniques. Moreover, this target group is also
easier to reach the survey was conducted among 18 to
24 year olds. The main way to reach this target audi-
ence was through social media. A non-random sample
was used. Snowball sampling was used, first with the
own network was addressed via a call on the various
social network sites Facebook, Instagram and
LinkedIn. Afterwards, calls were also posted in school
groups on Facebook. As many respondents as possible
were recruited to complete the online survey on the
basis of an occasional sample. The survey was com-
pleted by 386 people. After removing individuals who
had not given permission, had prematurely ended the

survey, or completed it in an impossible time, 351
responses remained. When we only work with an-
swers without missing values on the variables used,
the sample ultimately consisted of 334 respondents
who fully completed the questionnaire. Of the 334
respondents, 248 were women (74.3 %) and 86 were
men (25.7 %). The majority of respondents indicated
that they were students (n = 253, 75.7 %), followed by
the working status of white-collar workers (n = 50;
15.0 %). 17 respondents were work students (5.1 %),
6 respondents indicated that they were self-employed
(1.8 %) and 2 respondents were unemployed (0.6 %).
Finally, 6 respondents (1.8 %) indicated that they fell
under the category «other». Just over half of the re-
spondents (n = 190, 56.7 %) indicated that they were
highly educated. Which means that they have at least a
higher education diploma. On the other hand, the ma-
jority of respondents also state that they have a net
income of less than 750 euros (n = 230, 68.9 %). Only
3 respondents indicated that they have a net income
that exceeds 3,500 euros (0.9 %). This can be ex-
plained by the fact that a large number of the respond-
ents are students. 98 respondents reported traveling
less than 2 times in 2018 (28.7 %). The majority of
respondents had traveled 2-4 times in 2018 (n = 177,
53.0 %), and 61 respondents reported traveling more
than 4 times in 2018 (18.3 %). Only 4 % indicated that
they have already used VR glasses for tourist purposes
(n = 12). The other 322 respondents (96.4 %) had no
experience with this.

The study used an online survey with a standard-
ized questionnaire. In this study, only fully completed
survey answers were used for the analysis. The an-
swers to the survey were collected via Qualtrics and
afterwards the results were analyzed with SPSS.

Results and Discussion

The descriptive statistics of the scores on the
questionnaire are presented in Table 2. The average
score on the variable social influence is lowest
(M = 2.75) compared to the other variables. The
variable habit has the highest average score (M = 5.08).

At the end of the survey, various intentions were
examined. First, the intention to put on the VR glasses
of the fair from the scenario was examined. 304 re-
spondents (91.0 %) indicated that they would put on
the VR glasses of the fair from the scenario. Only 30
respondents (9.0 %) did not intend to wear the VR
glasses (M = 0.91; SD = 0.29). Subsequently, the in-
tention to purchase VR glasses for tourist purposes
was examined. Here, only 19 respondents (5.7 %)
indicated that they would purchase VR glasses for
tourist purposes. The other 315 respondents (94.3 %)
had no intention (M = 0.06; SD = 0.23). Finally, the
intention to continue using VR glasses for tourist
purposes was examined. 83 respondents (24.9 %) in-
tended to continue using the technology to explore
destinations. The other 251 respondents (75.1 %) had
no intention (M = 0.25, SD =0.32).

The Pearson correlation was examined for the in-
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dependent variables. The highest significant mean
correlation is between the variable hedonic motivation
and performancy expectancy (.698 **). All other cor-
relations were lower. Most independent variables
positively correlated with a significance level of 0.01.
Habit and social influence correlated significantly
positively, but only at a significance level of 0.05.
Habit and facilitating conditions did not correlate sig-
nificantly positively with each other. Finally, spatial
presence did not correlate significantly negatively
with habit. Table 2 thus shows that most independent
variables are interrelated. Although we can deduce
from the table that the correlations between the varia-
bles are no higher than 0.9, we check for
multicollinearity using VIF and  Tolerance.
Multicollinearity is a problem that can occur with
independent variables. It is therefore possible to inves-
tigate multicollinearity via a linear regression (Field,
2009). From this we could deduce that the independ-
ent variables did not return values for VIF greater than
10, and no values for Tolerance were less than 0.1.
From this we can conclude that there is no
multicollinearity between the independent variables.

H1: Performance expectancy has a positive influ-
ence on the behavioral intention to use VR glasses.

Performance expectancy does not significantly
affect the intention to wear the VR glasses (B =, 307;
p =, 254), the intention to purchase the VR glasses (B
=, 353; p =, 423 ), or the intention to continue using
VR glasses for tourist purposes (B =, 266; p =, 192).
Hypothesis 1 is not confirmed.

H2: Effort expectancy has a positive influence
on the behavioral intention to use VR glasses.

Effort expectancy does not significantly affect
the intention to put on the VR glasses (B =, 278; p =,
260), purchase (B = -, 236; p, 478) or continue to use
them for tourist purposes (B = -. 217; p =. 220). Hy-
pothesis 2 is not confirmed.

H3: Social influence has a positive influence on
the behavioral intention to use VR glasses.

Social influence did not significantly influence
the intention to put on the VR glasses from the scenar-
io (B =-, 176; p =, 403) and there was no significant
influence on the intention to wear VR glasses. to buy
(B =.187; p = .411). Social influence does have a pos-
itive significant influence on the intention to continue
using VR glasses for tourist purposes (B = .278; p =
.026). When more social influence is observed, the
chance of continuing to use VR glasses increases.
With a higher perception of social influence, the logit
to continue to use VR glasses for tourism purposes
versus not increases by 0.278. As social influence in-
creases, the odds of continuing to use VR glasses for
tourist purposes will increase by 0.321 (32.1 %). Hy-
pothesis 3 is partially confirmed.

H4: Facilitating conditions has a positive influ-
ence on the behavioral intention to use VR glasses.

Facilitating conditions does not significantly af-
fect the intention to wear the VR glasses from the sce-

nario (B = - ,208; p = ,298) and does not affect the
intention to purchase VR glasses (B = - ,029; p =
,910). Facilitating conditions does have a positive sig-
nificant influence on the intention to continue to use
VR glasses for tourist purposes (B =, 340; p = .010).
With a higher perception of facilitating conditions,
the chance of continuing to use VR glasses will in-
crease. With a higher perception of facilitating condi-
tions, the logit to continue to use VR glasses versus
no VR glasses will increase by .340. The odds of con-
tinuing to use VR glasses for tourist purposes increase
by .406 (40.6 %).

Hypothesis 4 is partially confirmed.

H5: Hedonic motivation has a positive influence
on the behavioral intention to use VR glasses.

Hedonic motivation has a positive significant im-
pact on the intention to put on the VR glasses from the
scenario (B =, 563; p =, 021). A higher perception of
hedonic motivation will increase the chance of wearing
the VR glasses from the scenario. With a higher percep-
tion of hedonic motivation, the logit for putting on the
VR glasses from the scenario versus versus not increas-
es by 0.563. When hedonic motivation increases by 1
point, the odds of wearing the VR glasses will increase
by 0.757 (75.7 %). Furthermore, hedonic motivation
has no significant influence on the intention to pur-
chase VR glasses (B =, 265; p =, 447) or to continue to
use them for tourist purposes (B =, 248; p =, 155). Hy-
pothesis 5 is partially confirmed.

H6: Price value positively affects the behavioral
intention to use VR glasses.

Price value has a positive influence on the
behavioral intention to use VR glasses. Price value has
no significant influence on the intention to put on the
VR glasses from the scenario (B = .055; p = .829).
Price value does have a positive significant influence
on the intention to purchase VR glasses (B = .978;
p = .007). When price value is rated higher, the
chance of purchasing VR glasses increases. With a
higher perception of price value, the logit to buy VR
glasses versus not increases by 0.978. As respondents
rated price value 1 point higher, the odds of pur-
chasing VR glasses increased by 1,660 (166 %).
Finally, price value has no significant impact on the
intention to continue using VR glasses (B = ,276;
p =,130). Hypothesis 6 is partially confirmed.

H7: Habit has a positive influence on the
behavioral intention to use VR glasses. Habit does not
have a positive significant influence on the intention
to put on the VR glasses (B = ,247; p = ,190),
purchase VR glasses (B = -,150; p = ,575) or continue
to use for tourism purposes (B = .151; p = .273).
Hypothesis 7 is not confirmed.

H8: Spatial presence has a positive influence on
the behavioral intention to use VR glasses.

Spatial presence does not significantly affect the
intention to put on the VR glasses from the scenario
(B = -,101; p =,274). There is a significant positive in-
fluence on the intention to purchase VR glasses
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(B = .796; p = .041). When spatial presence is rated
higher, the chance of purchasing VR glasses increases.
With a higher perception of spatial presence, the logit to
purchase VR glasses increases by 0.796. With an in-
crease in spatial presence by 1 point, the odds of pur-
chasing VR glasses increase by 1,216 (121.6 %). In ad-
dition, there is also a positive significant influence of
spatial presence on the intention to continue using VR
glasses (B = .478; p = .013). Which means that the
chances of continuing to use VR glasses increase as spa-
tial presence increases. With a higher perception of spa-
tial presence, the logit to continue to use VR glasses in-
creases by 0.478. When spatial presence increases by 1
point, the odds of continuing to use VR glasses increase
by 0.612 (61.2 %). Hypothesis 8 is partially confirmed.

This study may provide tourism professionals with a
better understanding of how to build destinations in the
virtual world in an informative and interactive way, with
the potential to attract online and real tourists [21].

From this research we can conclude that hedonic
motivation is a positive significant predictor of the
intention to put on the VR glasses of the stock ex-
change from the scenario. Huang et al. (2013) [30]
already established in their research that a hedonic
experience could generate emotional involvement,
which resulted in a positive influence on behavioral
intention. Van der Heijden (2004) [47] also stated that
it is not only important that a technology is easy to
use, but that it must also be fun to use the technology.
When professionals from the tourism sector want to
increase the travel intentions of potential travelers, it is
also important to focus on the hedonistic aspect [30].
Another conclusion that follows from this research is
that price value has a positive significant effect on
whether or not you intend to purchase VR glasses for
tourist purposes. High prices can often be a barrier to
the adoption and adoption of technologies [36]. When
users feel that the benefits outweigh this, it can posi-
tively influence the intention to use the new technolo-
gy [47]. Spatial presence also has a positive signifi-
cant effect on the intention to purchase VR glasses for
tourist purposes. Both social influence, facilitating
conditions and spatial presence had a significant influ-
ence on the intention to continue using VR glasses for
tourist purposes. Although Venkatesh et al. (2003)
[41] stated that social influence has a lesser influence
when the use is voluntary, we still see a significant
positive connection here.

Venkatesh et al. (2003) [41] have already established
that when users feel that many facilitation conditions are
available for the technology, this may have a positive
effect on the intention to use this technology more.

It was also checked for some variables. The first
logistic regression shows that people who had only
traveled twice or less in 2018 are more likely to wear
the VR glasses from the scenario compared to people
who traveled four or more times in 2018. The other
category does not differ significant of the reference
category. Gender and income have a significant effect
on the intention to purchase VR glasses.

Finally, the study shows that people who already
have experience with VR glasses within tourism are
more likely to continue using VR glasses for tourist
purposes.

The majority of previous studies focused primarily
on AR, while only a few related to VR applications
[48]. This research contributes to the literature by ex-
amining the determinants of the intention to use VR
glasses for tourist purposes. This study specifically fo-
cused on using VR glasses to explore destinations.
Most of the factors examined in this study have already
been used in previous studies of technology adoption.
However, in this study the UTAUT2 model was ex-
tended with an element that takes into account the sense
of presence at the virtual destination. In this way, earlier
research is expanded. This study provides insight into
the factors that can influence the intention to use VR
glasses for tourist purposes.

This study provides marketers with more insights
to reach potential tourists in an innovative way, which
is important given the contemporary competitive na-
ture of the tourism sector [5, 6].

There are also some limitations associated with the
research. As already mentioned, Herz and Rauschnabel
(2019) [12] found that despite promising market predic-
tions, consumer acceptance for the use of VR is still lim-
ited. This may mean that not all respondents were famil-
iar with this technology. The analysis showed that only
12 respondents reported having experience with VR
glasses for tourist purposes. This can make it difficult for
many respondents to imagine the situation in the scenario
and to answer the statements.

Another limitation of the study is that more
women than men participated in the survey. In addi-
tion, the study focused only on the 18 to 24 age group.
Within the age category 18-24 years surveyed, the
ages were not equally distributed. This may also have
had an impact on the results.

Conclusion

This study investigated the factors that influence
the intention to use VR glasses for tourist purposes.
The UTAUT2 model has been extended with a factor
that measures the sense of presence at a virtual desti-
nation. On the basis of an online survey, we investi-
gated the influence of the different constructs on the
behavioral intention.

There was a positive significant effect of price
value and spatial presence on the purchase intention
of VR glasses. And finally, social influence, facilitat-
ing conditions and spatial presence had a positive sig-
nificant effect on the intention to continue using VR
glasses for tourist purposes. The findings of this study
provide several important insights for the marketing
of online tourism and travel journalism.
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NMPUMEPKA NEPE[ NOKYMNKOW: UCCNEAOBAHUE
NO BHEOPEHUIO VR-OYKOB B TYPUCTUYECKUX LIENAX

U OnA TPIBEN-XXKYPHAIIUCTUKU

B. Xetlipman'?, A. B. KpacasuHa®
! AHmeepneHckull yHusepcumem, 2. AHmeepneH, benbaus
2 FOxHo- Ypanbckutli 20cydapcmeeHHbill yHusepcumem, 2. YensabuHck, Poccutickas ®edepauust

BupTyanbHast peaqbHOCTh — HOBasi TEXHOJIOTHS, COZIEPrKaIliasi MHOXKECTBO BO3MOXKHOCTEH B pas-
JIMYHBIX 00JIACTSX, TAKNX KaK MPOJBIKEHUE TYPUCTHUECCKHUX HAPABJICHUH, B TOM YHCIIC IS TPIBET-
JKYPHATHCTUKH. B CBS3M C pacTylel KOHKYPeHIIMEH B CEKTOpE TypH3Ma CYIIECTBYET NMOTPEOHOCTh
B MHHOBAIIMOHHBIX TEXHOJIOTUSX I NABHEHINIETO PHUBIICUCHHS KIIMEHTOB. Llenb cTaThy — H3yqnTs,
Kakue (pakTopbl BIMAIOT HA HAMEPEHNE HCTIONB30BATh OUKH BUPTYAJIbHON PEAIbHOCTH B TypHUCTHYIE-
CKHX LEeJIIX. B pamkax mccnenoBanns OblUTa McTonib3oBaHa EyHas Teoprst IPUHATHS M UCIIONIb30Ba-
Hua Texnonoruu 2 (UTAUT?2). IlpocTpaHcTBeHHOE MPHCYTCTBHE OBLIO 100aBIEHO B KadyecTBE JO-
HOJIHUTENIBHOTO (haKTOpa K MOJENH I U3MEpPEHHs IPUCYTCTBUS B BUPTyallbHOM cpefe. s ompoca
H OIICHKH HaMepeHui pecrionneHToB (18-24 roma) co3nana oHaiH-aHKeTa.

AHany3 BBISIBUI MOJIO0KUTEIBHOE BIUSHUC PpasIMYHbIX NEPEMEHHBIX Ha HAMEPECHUA UCIIOIB30-
BaTh OYKH BUPTYAJILHOM pPeanbHOCTH B TYPUCTHUYECKUX LEJIX. I'eoHnYeckas MOTHBAIMS OKazaa
TIOJIOXKUTENIHHOE BIIMSTHAE Ha HamMepeHne HOocHTh VR-ouku. Kpome Toro, meHoBast IIEHHOCTh U TIPO-
CTPaHCTBEHHOE TPUCYTCTBHE, MO-BUIMMOMY, OKa3bIBAIOT IOJIOKUTEIFHOE BIMSHHE HA HaMEPEHHE
nprodpect VR-04Kn 171st TYpUCTHUECKHX Tenel. BrriBneHo Tpu (akTopa, MOI0KHUTENBHO MOBIH-
SBIIMX HA HaMEPEHHE IPOAOJDKATH MCIIONB30BaTh VR-0UKM B TYpHCTHUYECKHX IIEJISIX: COLHAIBHOE
BIIMSIHHE, OJIaronpHATHBIE YCIIOBUSI M IPOCTPaHCTBEHHOE MpucyTcTBHe. [IpencTaBiensl Teoperuye-
CKHE Y YIPABJICHYECKUE BBIBOJIBL.

KiroueBble cioBa: BUpPTyanbHas peagbHOCTh, [[EIEBONH MapKeTHHT, TYPU3M, OYKU BUPTY-
aJIbHOM peallbHOCTH, BHEAPEHHUE TEXHOJIOIUH, TPIBEI-)KYPHAIUCTHKA.
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