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Abstract

This study examines the role of smart digital systems in shaping the tourist experience,
with a particular focus on perceived safety, comfort, and convenience, and their relationship
with satisfaction and future intention to use digital services. The research was conducted on
a sample of 104 respondents using a structured questionnaire and a quantitative research
design. Data were analyzed using Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient and the Mann—
Whitney U test. The results show that perceived comfort and convenience had the strongest
positive association with satisfaction with the tourist experience, whereas perceived safety
showed a weaker positive association. Satisfaction, perceived effectiveness of smart tech-
nologies in larger destinations, and comfort were positively associated with the intention
to use smart digital services. The findings also indicate that perceived digital competence
positively affects perceived safety and comfort, while gender differences were not statisti-
cally significant. The study contributes to the smart tourism literature by proposing and
empirically examining an integrated conceptual framework that simultaneously considers
perceived safety, comfort and convenience, satisfaction, and behavioral intention in the
context of smart tourism technologies. The results highlight the importance of developing
simple, intuitive, and user-oriented digital solutions in tourism.

Keywords: smart tourism; digital technologies; safety; comfort and convenience; tourist
satisfaction; behavioral intention; tourist experience

1. Introduction

Smart tourism is increasingly changing the way tourists plan, experience, and remem-
ber their trips. The development of mobile applications, artificial intelligence, the Internet
of Things, and digital platforms has enabled tourists to access information more easily,
make decisions more quickly, and move more efficiently within destinations. These tech-
nologies are no longer just an addition to the tourism offer but are becoming an important
part of the overall tourist experience (Zhang et al., 2022; lonescu & Sarbu, 2024).

Previous research shows that smart technologies can increase tourist satisfaction, en-
courage revisit intentions, and influence recommendations to other users (Torabi et al.,
2023; Gopinath & Jyotsna, 2025). However, most of these studies focus on the usefulness
and functionality of technology, while less attention is given to how tourists perceive safety
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and comfort when using digital systems within destinations. Safety and convenience are
becoming just as important as the availability of technology itself. Tourists use digital sys-
tems for navigation, real-time information tracking, communication, and activity planning,
which can increase their sense of control but also raise concerns related to privacy and data
security (Tiwari et al., 2024; Omar et al., 2025). At the same time, the comfort and ease of
use of technology can significantly influence overall satisfaction with the experience. This
is why there is a need for research that simultaneously examines perceived safety, comfort
and convenience, satisfaction with the tourist experience, and the intention to use smart
digital services. Existing studies rarely examine perceived safety, comfort and convenience
together within a single integrated model, particularly in the context of smart tourism
destinations. Most existing models are based on technology acceptance theories, but they
rarely include these dimensions together in the context of tourism.

The aim of this study is to examine the role of smart digital systems in shaping
tourists” perceptions of safety, comfort, and satisfaction, as well as their relationship with
future intention to use such technologies. Special attention is given to understanding how
perceived digital competence and gender influence perceptions of safety and comfort in
smart tourism destinations. The study addresses the following research questions:

RQ1: How are perceived safety, comfort and convenience, satisfaction, and behavioral
intention related within the context of smart tourism technologies?

RQ2: To what extent do perceived digital competence and gender influence tourists’ per-
ceptions of safety and comfort when using smart tourism technologies?

Existing models provide only a partial explanation of tourists” acceptance of smart
technologies because they primarily emphasize functional evaluations while giving less
attention to experiential and safety-related perceptions. As smart tourism technologies
increasingly become an integral part of the overall travel experience, understanding tourists’
behavioral intentions requires a framework that simultaneously considers functional, ex-
periential, and security-related dimensions. The present study addresses this limitation
by integrating these constructs into a single conceptual framework specifically tailored to
smart tourism destinations.

2. Literature Review

Smart tourism has become one of the central research areas in contemporary tourism
due to the rapid development of digital platforms, mobile applications, artificial intel-
ligence, the Internet of Things, real-time information systems, contactless services, and
intelligent destination infrastructure. Contemporary literature increasingly views smart
tourism technologies not only as operational tools, but also as systems that shape the
tourist experience, perceived value, satisfaction, safety, convenience, intention to use, and
destination loyalty. Therefore, the literature review is structured into two thematic sections:
smart tourism technologies and technology acceptance, and digital safety, comfort, and
tourist experience in smart destinations.

Recent research on smart tourism technologies has gradually converged around sev-
eral recurring conceptual themes rather than isolated technological applications. The first
concerns the functional value of digital technologies, typically explained through perceived
usefulness and ease of use. A second stream emphasizes experiential outcomes, including
tourist satisfaction, memorable experiences, and destination loyalty. More recent studies
introduce trust, privacy, perceived safety, and digital security as critical conditions influ-
encing technology acceptance, while another emerging stream highlights the importance
of personalization, artificial intelligence, and user experience. Although these perspec-
tives have significantly expanded the understanding of smart tourism adoption, they have
mostly evolved in parallel, with relatively limited integration into a single conceptual frame-

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/tourhosp7070206


https://doi.org/10.3390/tourhosp7070206

Tour. Hosp. 2026, 7, 206

30f20

work. This fragmentation creates a need for studies that jointly examine the functional,
experiential, and safety-related dimensions of smart tourism technologies.

2.1. Smart Tourism Technologies and Technology Acceptance

Smart tourism technologies can be understood as digital systems that enhance the in-
teraction between tourists, service providers, destinations, and technological infrastructure.
They support tourists in all phases of travel, including information searching, planning,
navigation, on-site experience, decision-making, and post-visit behavior. Research shows
that smart tourism technologies improve tourist experience and satisfaction through per-
ceived value, where accessibility, informativeness, interactivity, and personalization are
often highlighted as key technology attributes (Zhang et al., 2022; Torabi et al., 2022; Torabi
etal., 2023; Yang & Zhang, 2022; S. Chang, 2022). Collectively, these studies consistently
suggest that tourists rarely evaluate smart technologies solely because they are techno-
logically advanced. Instead, tourists assess technologies according to the extent to which
they simplify travel, facilitate decision-making, provide timely information, and improve
the overall travel experience. In this respect, perceived usefulness and ease of use remain
the dominant explanatory mechanisms, consistent with the technology acceptance model,
although recent tourism research increasingly recognizes that experiential value represents
an equally important outcome of technology adoption. Despite differences in research
settings and technologies examined, the literature demonstrates remarkable consistency
regarding the central role of perceived usefulness. Whether investigating mobile applica-
tions, Al systems, metaverse platforms, or destination technologies, perceived usefulness
repeatedly emerges as one of the strongest predictors of technology acceptance. However,
considerably less agreement exists regarding the relative importance of contextual factors
such as trust, safety, emotional responses, and previous digital experience. These inconsis-
tencies suggest that technology acceptance in tourism cannot be fully explained through
functional evaluations alone.

A growing number of studies confirm that smart tourism technologies contribute to
the creation of memorable tourist experiences, which subsequently influence satisfaction,
revisit intention, recommendations, and willingness to pay a higher price for enhanced
services (Zhang et al., 2022; Torabi et al., 2022, 2023; Yang & Zhang, 2022; Shin et al., 2023).
Similarly, Elshaer and Marzouk (2024) showed that smart tourism technologies contribute
to memorable experiences through hotel innovations, while S. Chang (2022) emphasized
that smart technologies and perceived value positively influence memorable experience and
destination image. Goo et al. (2022) further showed that smart tourism technologies can
simultaneously stimulate a sense of novelty and reduce tourist anxiety, thereby increasing
travel satisfaction. Also, social influence and perceived ease of use significantly enhance the
perceived usefulness of gamification, which in turn shapes tourists” attitudes and strongly
drives their intention to use gamified technologies, while hedonic behavior primarily
contributes indirectly through improving ease of use (Uludag et al., 2026).

Smart tourism is increasingly conceptualized in the recent literature as a digital ecosys-
tem. Bibliometric and systematic reviews emphasize that smart destinations connect
tourists, infrastructure, service providers, and information and communication technolo-
gies in order to improve experience, competitiveness, and sustainable destination man-
agement (Ercan, 2023; Alsharif et al., 2024; J. Liu et al., 2024; Law et al., 2022). Garanti
(2023) further emphasized the importance of value co-creation in smart destinations, while
Chuang (2023) showed that smart tourism platforms integrate various digital services and
enable an active role of tourists in shaping their own experience. Diaz-Parra et al. (2023),
Ionescu and Sarbu (2024), and Shafiee et al. (2023) highlighted that the integration of smart
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technologies with infrastructure, services, and attractions can improve the destination
management, service quality, and strategic planning of tourism development.

Artificial intelligence, chatbots, the metaverse, mobile applications, and location-based
services play a particularly important role in recent research. Orden-Mejia and Huertas
(2022) showed that the informativeness, empathy, and interactivity of destination chat-
bots significantly increase tourist satisfaction. Koo et al. (2025) emphasized that ethical
Al practices and personalization stimulate the adoption of smart tourism technologies,
where trust plays a key mediating role. Florido-Benitez and del Alcdzar Martinez (2024)
highlighted that artificial intelligence enhances tourism marketing and experience through
personalization and process optimization, but at the same time raises issues related to
data security, privacy, and reduced human contact. H. Liu and Park (2024) showed that
metaverse experiences, through the sense of presence, perceived usefulness, and ease of
use, can stimulate the intention of actual destination visits, while Xiong and Zhang (2024)
emphasized the importance of digital literacy, ease of use, and perceived autonomy in shap-
ing tourist engagement and loyalty when using location-based applications. Solomovich
and Abraham (2026) further confirmed that trust in ChatGPT chatbots and the perception
of their usefulness and ease of use increase the intention to use them for travel planning.

In the context of technology acceptance, research most often relies on models such
as the technology acceptance model and the unified theory of acceptance and use of
technology but increasingly complements them with constructs such as trust, experience,
emotions, social influence, hedonic motivation, and technological readiness. Sujood et al.
(2024) showed that the intention to use smart technologies in tourism and hospitality is best
explained by a combination of perceived usefulness, ease of use, attitudes, social influence,
and trust. Khoshroo and Soltani (2025) confirmed that the acceptance of digital technologies
in tourism in the context of Industry 5.0 depends on the expected benefits, ease of use, social
influence, facilitating conditions, hedonic motivation, price value, and habits. Similarly,
Dyussekeyeva et al. (2025), Hidayat and Faturohman (2024), Ahmad and Rasheed (2025),
and Li et al. (2024) emphasized that perceived usefulness and ease of use are among the
most important predictors of the intention to adopt and use tourism digital technologies.
On the other hand, Sostar et al. (2026) indicate that word-of-mouth is the most influential
form of tourism promotion, having the highest priority and a significantly stronger impact
on tourists” decision-making compared to digital and traditional communication channels.

A lot of research increasingly points to the importance of attitudes, emotional factors,
and user characteristics. Zheng et al. (2024) showed that the use of smart technologies
increased tourist satisfaction, and satisfaction then directly affected revisit intention. Nafees
and Sujood (2025) emphasized that the intention to use interactive technologies arises
from a combination of technological and emotional factors, while Sharma et al. (2025)
showed that even attitudes toward digital-free tourism can be explained by expected
benefits, perceived effort, social influence, and cultural dimensions. The results of Sostar
et al. (2025) showed that the Internet has a stronger influence on consumer purchasing
decisions in product categories such as travel, technology, and clothing, where higher levels
of trust in online information and greater information search are required, while younger
users demonstrate significantly higher engagement and reliance on digital content in the
decision-making process.

Tuomi et al. (2023) further showed that older adults adopt digital cultural tourism
services to a limited extent, where technical difficulties, lack of interaction, and insufficient
awareness act as barriers. Campayo-Sanchez et al. (2025) also highlighted that hedonic
motives encourage the use of smart tourism technologies, while concerns about security
and privacy, as well as higher age, can reduce their usage. Novianti et al. (2022) further
confirmed that smart tourism technologies influence tourist behavior both directly and
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indirectly by shaping attitudes, social influences, and perceived control. Despite these
advances, existing studies often focus on isolated technological or behavioral factors, while
fewer studies have adopted an integrated perspective that simultaneously considers expe-
riential and contextual dimensions. Taken together, these findings indicate that technology
acceptance in tourism is increasingly understood as a multidimensional phenomenon in
which functional evaluations, trust-related perceptions, and experiential outcomes jointly
influence tourists’” behavioral responses.

2.2. Digital Safety, Comfort, and Tourist Experience in Smart Destinations

In smart destinations, tourist safety and comfort are increasingly shaped by digital
systems such as IoT technologies, artificial intelligence, mobile connectivity, real-time
information, contactless services, wearable technologies, crowd monitoring systems, and
intelligent surveillance. Such systems can increase the sense of control, reduce uncertainty,
facilitate movement in space, and improve the quality of the tourist experience. At the same
time, the literature warns that digital safety is not only a matter of technical protection, but
also of trust, privacy, perceived risk, and technology acceptance.

Research on data security, privacy, and trust shows that these factors play a key
role in the adoption of smart tourism technologies. Tiwari et al. (2024) showed that
trust, shaped by the perception of security and privacy risks, mediates between perceived
usefulness, ease of use, attitudes, and the intention to adopt IoT technologies in smart
tourism destinations. Omar et al. (2025) confirmed that expected benefits, ease of use, and
facilitating conditions encourage the intention to use smart technologies, while concerns
about privacy and security weaken this effect. Wang et al. (2026) showed that the intention
to support artificial intelligence in tourism is primarily driven by perceived benefits and
positive emotions, while privacy concerns have a negative effect, with digital literacy
mitigating this negative impact. Law et al. (2026) emphasized that tourists” privacy
concerns are still fragmented in research, although they significantly influence technology
adoption in tourism and hospitality. Romani et al. (2023) confirmed that perceived safety
and trust strongly determine the propensity to use technologies in smart cities, while
Issakov et al. (2025) showed that digital technologies shape the perception of safety and
thereby contribute to destination sustainability through strengthening trust, positive image,
and stable tourism development.

Digital safety is particularly important in the context of smart cities, tourism destina-
tions, and intelligent monitoring systems. Walczak et al. (2025) showed that the adoption
of IoT technologies in smart cities differs by gender: women express higher trust, stronger
perception of safety, and greater support for ecological IoT applications, while men base
adoption more strongly on perceived usefulness. Fu (2026) showed that intelligent systems
combining IoT sensors, mobile data, and machine learning algorithms can improve hazard
prediction, reduce false alarms, and accelerate response in risky tourism environments.
Couto et al. (2026) emphasized that mobile connectivity, Internet, Wi-Fi, and safety net-
works are key factors of tourist experience in remote destinations, as the lack of safety
infrastructure can influence tourists” decision to abandon activities. In the field of real-time
information, Akhla et al. (2023) showed that such information positively affects the tourist
experience by reducing waiting time, optimizing routes, and increasing the sense of control,
while J. H. Chang and Lee (2023) showed that real-time crowding information influences
tourist decisions and enables schedule adjustments for a more pleasant experience.

Contactless and wearable technologies further confirm the link between safety, comfort,
and intention to use. Burkett and Virto (2025) showed that contactless tourism services
increase perceived safety, usefulness, ease of use, user experience, and perceived value,
which then shape a positive attitude and higher intention to use. Burkett and Virto (2025)
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also confirmed that perceived safety in the adoption of contactless innovations in air
transport and hospitality positively affects user experience and tourists” willingness to
pay for additional safety services. Guebel et al. (2025) showed that safety and trust
are key determinants of the intention to use wearable technologies in tourism, while
usefulness, ease of use, and socio-symbolic elements primarily act through building trust.
A similar broader logic was confirmed by Chowdhury (2023), who showed that perceived
convenience and service quality significantly shape attitude and intention to use digital
services, although perceived safety in that specific context did not have a significant effect.

Comfort and convenience of digital technologies emerge as important determinants of
satisfaction and user behavior. Nur et al. (2025) showed that smart tourism infrastructure,
quality communication, perception of safety and hygiene, and accessibility significantly
increase tourist satisfaction, and satisfaction then encourages revisit intention. Lasisi et al.
(2025) emphasized that perceived convenience plays an important role in tourist mobility
decisions, while Zeqiri et al. (2023) showed that perceived convenience and value stimulate
repurchase intention of online services through trust and recommendations. Gopinath and
Jyotsna (2025), in a meta-analysis, showed that tourist satisfaction with smart technologies
is primarily determined by expectation confirmation, usefulness, informativeness, and the
quality of information and service. Lee and Jan (2022) developed and validated a smart
tourism experience scale and showed that smart technologies enrich tourist experience
through useful information, easier planning, and more diverse activities, leading to higher
satisfaction and loyalty. Diaz et al. (2026) further confirmed that availability, enjoyment,
safety, and interactivity of smart technologies positively shape satisfaction with technology
and travel and encourage recommendations and future behavioral intentions.

Some studies also consider the perspective of employees, destinations, and broader
service management. Cimbaljevi¢ et al. (2024) showed that the technological readiness
of employees in tourism positively influences their attitudes and intention to use tech-
nologies, partly through perceived ease of use and usefulness. Tavitiyaman et al. (2026)
confirmed that personalized and functional smart technologies in hotels increase perceived
usefulness among employees, which then leads to a better evaluation of service experi-
ence and improved business performance. Ma (2024) showed that artificial intelligence in
tourism increases satisfaction through personalized recommendations, virtual assistants,
resource optimization, and enhanced safety. Le Anh and Thanh (2026) showed, in the
context of smart destinations, that perceived safety through smart technologies, innovation,
destination attractiveness, digital interpretation, and involvement in the local context can
increase the perception of the integration of smart tourism services and demand for tourism
activities. Nieves-Pavon et al. (2025) further showed that tourist motivations, perceived
value, and education stimulate smartphone use in destinations, which then increases online
recommendations and willingness to pay for additional services.

The reviewed literature consistently demonstrates that smart tourism technologies
influence tourists through several interconnected mechanisms. Functional characteristics
such as usefulness and ease of use remain fundamental, while trust, safety, convenience,
and experiential quality increasingly emerge as complementary drivers of technology
acceptance. Nevertheless, most previous studies investigated these relationships separately,
focusing either on technology adoption, perceived security, or tourist experience. Few
studies integrated these dimensions into a single framework capable of explaining how
digital safety, comfort and convenience, satisfaction, and perceived usefulness jointly shape
behavioral intentions in smart tourism environments. Addressing this gap represents the
primary theoretical motivation for the present study.
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The conceptual model proposed in this study builds primarily on the technology
acceptance model (TAM) and the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology
(UTAUT) while extending both frameworks with constructs that are particularly relevant
in smart tourism environments. TAM argues that technology adoption is primarily ex-
plained through perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use, whereas UTAUT further
incorporates experience, facilitating conditions, and individual characteristics influencing
technology acceptance.

In the context of smart tourism, however, technology is evaluated not only as an
information system, but also as an integral component of the overall travel experience.
Consequently, experiential constructs such as tourist satisfaction, perceived comfort and
convenience, and digital safety become theoretically relevant because they capture aspects
of technology use that extend beyond purely functional performance.

In the proposed model, the SIZE construct is conceptually informed by the usefulness
dimension of TAM, but operationalizes respondents’ perceptions of the relative effective-
ness of smart technologies in larger destinations. Perceived digital competence (EXP)
reflects the role of prior experience emphasized within UTAUT, whereas behavioral in-
tention (BI) remains the principal outcome variable common to both models. Satisfaction
with the tourist experience (SAT) is introduced as an experiential outcome linking tech-
nology evaluation with behavioral responses, while perceived safety (SEC) represents a
tourism-specific extension reflecting growing concerns regarding privacy, digital trust, and
secure interaction within smart destinations. Unlike the original TAM construct, which
measures the usefulness of a technology for an individual user, the SIZE construct cap-
tures respondents’ perceptions that smart technologies generate relatively greater benefits
in larger tourism destinations. Therefore, it should be interpreted as a context-specific
operationalization inspired by perceived usefulness rather than as its direct equivalent.

Rather than proposing a new technology acceptance theory, this study builds on
TAM and UTAUT by integrating experiential and safety-related constructs into a concep-
tual framework tailored to the smart tourism context. The proposed framework should
therefore be viewed as an exploratory application of established theories rather than as a
replacement or formal extension of existing technology acceptance models. Within this
framework, perceived safety and perceived comfort and convenience are conceptualized
as antecedents of tourist satisfaction, while satisfaction and perceived usefulness are ex-
pected to strengthen behavioral intention to use smart tourism technologies. Perceived
digital competence is expected to reinforce tourists’ perceptions of safety and comfort. In
addition, based on previous empirical findings rather than on TAM or UTAUT, gender
is examined as a contextual grouping variable because previous studies have reported
inconsistent evidence regarding gender differences in perceived safety and technology
adoption in smart tourism environments (e.g., Walczak et al., 2025). The proposed hypothe-
ses examine how functional technology evaluations (perceived usefulness and comfort),
experiential outcomes (satisfaction), and context-specific factors (perceived safety, prior
digital experience, and gender) jointly explain tourists’ behavioral intentions in smart
tourism environments. The theoretical arguments developed in this section provide the
conceptual foundation for hypotheses H1-H7, which are formally presented in Section 3.3
and empirically tested using the proposed research design. The proposed conceptual model
presented in Figure 1 directly reflects the theoretical relationships identified in the reviewed
literature and provides the basis for the empirical testing of the research hypotheses.
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Figure 1. Conceptual research model with hypothesized relationships. Note: Figure 1 presents
the conceptual research framework proposed prior to the empirical analysis and should not be
interpreted as a statistically estimated structural model. Solid arrows represent the hypothesized
associations (H1-H6), whereas the dashed line represents the exploratory gender comparison (H7)
examined using the Mann-Whitney U test.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Research Design and Sample

This study employed a quantitative research design based on a structured question-
naire. The aim of the research was to examine the role of smart digital systems in tourists’
perceived safety, comfort, satisfaction, and future behavioral intention to use smart dig-
ital services. Prior to the main data collection, the questionnaire was pilot reviewed by
five individuals with previous experience in using smart tourism technologies, who were
asked to evaluate the clarity, comprehensibility, wording, and logical sequence of the
questionnaire items. Based on their feedback, minor linguistic refinements were intro-
duced to improve readability, while the content and conceptual structure of the instrument
remained unchanged.

The survey was conducted on a sample of 104 respondents. A total of 109 question-
naires were returned. After screening for completeness and consistency, five incomplete
responses were excluded. Consequently, the final dataset consisted of 104 valid question-
naires used for statistical analysis. All measurement items were assessed using a five-point
Likert scale, where 1 indicated the lowest level of agreement and 5 indicated the highest
level of agreement. Data were collected using an online survey distributed through the
authors’ personal and professional networks following a convenience sampling approach.
The survey link was disseminated primarily via Facebook and email communication to
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individuals with previous travel experience. Because the survey was distributed through
private communication channels rather than a publicly accessible website, no public URL
is available for verification. Data were collected from 16 May to 28 May 2026, over a period
of 12 days. Participation in the study was voluntary and anonymous. Respondents were in-
formed about the purpose of the research and provided informed consent before completing
the questionnaire. Given the non-probability sampling method, the relatively small sample
size, and the predominance of respondents aged 18-30, the findings should be interpreted
with caution when generalizing to the broader tourist population. Younger respondents
are generally more familiar with digital technologies than older age groups, which may
have resulted in more favorable evaluations of perceived safety, comfort and convenience,
and behavioral intention to use smart tourism technologies. Consequently, the findings
should be interpreted as reflecting primarily the perceptions of digitally experienced users
rather than the tourist population.

Ethical approval for this research was granted by the Ethics Committee of the Faculty
of Tourism and Rural Development, University of ]. J. Strossmayer in Osijek (KLASA: 602-
06/25-01/44; UBROJ: 2177-1-20-01-11-26-12/2). The study was conducted in accordance
with the ethical standards of the institution and the principles of voluntary participa-
tion, anonymity, and confidentiality. No personally identifiable data were collected from
the respondents.

3.2. Measurement Instrument

The measurement instrument was developed by the authors for the purpose of this
study. The questionnaire was not directly adopted from a single previously validated
scale; rather, the constructs and items were conceptually informed by TAM, UTAUT, and
recent smart tourism literature. The items were formulated to reflect the specific context
of smart digital systems in tourism destinations, including digital safety, comfort and
convenience, satisfaction, behavioral intention, destination-size-related technology benefits,
and respondents’ perceived digital competence. Because the instrument was developed for
this study, the results should be interpreted as exploratory and the measurement model
should be further validated in future research.

The questionnaire included six main constructs: perceived safety related to smart
digital systems (SEC), perceived comfort and convenience (COMF), satisfaction with the
tourist experience (SAT), perceived effectiveness of smart technologies in larger destina-
tions (SIZE), behavioral intention to use smart digital services (BI), and perceived digital
competence (EXP). Gender (G1) was included as a sociodemographic variable for testing
group differences.

Perceived comfort and convenience (COMF) conceptually corresponds to ease-of-
use-related dimensions in technology acceptance research, while behavioral intention (BI)
reflects the outcome logic of TAM and UTAUT. Satisfaction with the tourist experience (SAT)
captures the experiential outcome of using smart digital systems in tourism. Perceived
safety (SEC) is included as a context-specific construct related to digital trust, security, and
perceived protection in smart destinations. The SIZE construct was relabeled as perceived
effectiveness of smart technologies in larger destinations because the items measure the
respondents’ perceptions that larger destinations benefit more from smart systems, rather
than perceived usefulness in the strict TAM sense. Similarly, EXP was relabeled as per-
ceived digital competence because the items measure the respondents’ confidence and
self-assessed ability to use digital technologies, rather than actual past experience.

All items were measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The measurement items were developed by the authors and
conceptually informed by previous technology acceptance and smart tourism research.
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An overview of the constructs, their corresponding codes, number of items, and
example statements is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Constructs and measurement items.

Construct Code Items Description Example Item
Measures the extent to which
. tourists perceive smart “I feel safer in a destination
Perceived safety L
cameras, sensors, digital when smart cameras, sensors,
related to smart SEC 4 R . . o
. monitoring, and real-time and digital monitoring systems
digital systems . . o "
information as contributing to  are present.
safety in a destination.
Measures the extent to which
. tourist i t syst R .
Perceived comfort OUTIS'S percelve smart systems Digital services reduce
. as facilitating movement, o .
and convenience of =~ COMF 4 . > waiting time and make tourist
reducmg waiting time, and s . L
smart systems . activities more convenient.
making the stay
more convenient.
Satisfaction with the Measures overall satisfaction " .
. . . . . Overall, smart technologies
tourist experience with the tourist experience . .
SAT 5 . improve my experience of the
supported by smart resulting from the use of smart . L,
. . tourist destination.
systems digital technologies.
Measures respondents’
P ived tion that t S .
creeve perceprion that smar “Large destinations benefit
effectiveness of technologies generate greater -
.. SIZE 4 ) : more from digital systems than
smart technologies in benefits and are more effective .o A
L . . - small destinations.
larger destinations in larger tourist destinations
than in smaller destinations.
Measures tourists’ future
. . . illi t t digital |, .
Behavioral intention WIINgness to use smart digita In the future, I intend to use
s 4 services during travel. One .
to use smart digital ~ BI . ) smart digital systems
. (refined: 3) reverse-coded item was . ;
services during travel.
excluded due to lower
internal consistency.
Measures respondents’
. . percgived competence and “I consider myself competent
Perceived digital confidence in using modern . . .
EXP 3 - O in using modern digital
competence digital technologies in .
: technologies.
everyday life and
travel contexts.
Sociodemographic variable
Gender Gl 1 used to test differences in Male/Female

perceived safety.

Conceptual basis of the constructs. The questionnaire was developed by the authors
and was not directly adapted from a single validated instrument. Instead, each construct
was conceptually informed by established theoretical and empirical literature. SEC draws
on digital safety, privacy, and trust literature (Tiwari et al., 2024; Omar et al., 2025; Romani
etal., 2023; Law et al., 2026). COMF is conceptually based on the perceived ease-of-use di-
mension of TAM and smart tourism experience research (Davis, 1989; Venkatesh et al., 2003;
Lee & Jan, 2022). SAT is grounded in tourist satisfaction literature (Lee & Jan, 2022; Zhang
et al.,, 2022; Gopinath & Jyotsna, 2025). SIZE is an authors’ construct conceptually informed
by TAM usefulness and smart destination research. Bl is based on the behavioral intention
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construct from TAM and UTAUT (Davis, 1989; Venkatesh et al., 2003), whereas EXP is
conceptually informed by UTAUT together with digital competence and technological
readiness literature (Cimbaljevi¢ et al., 2024; Xiong & Zhang, 2024).

3.3. Research Hypotheses

Based on the proposed hypotheses, a conceptual research model was developed to
illustrate the relationships among the examined constructs (Figure 1).

The model shows the proposed associations among perceived safety (SEC), perceived
comfort and convenience (COMF), satisfaction with the tourist experience (SAT), perceived
effectiveness of smart technologies in larger destinations (SIZE), behavioral intention to
use smart digital services (BI), perceived digital competence (EXP), and gender (G1).

Table 2 shows that hypotheses H1-H6 are derived from the theoretical assumptions of
the technology acceptance model (TAM) and the unified theory of acceptance and use of
technology (UTAUT), together with empirical evidence from recent smart tourism research.
In line with these theoretical perspectives, functional evaluations of smart technologies
were expected to be positively associated with tourist satisfaction and behavioral intention,
while contextual factors such as perceived safety, comfort and convenience, and perceived
digital competence were assumed to strengthen technology acceptance in smart tourism
environments. Hypothesis H7 differs conceptually from the preceding hypotheses because
it does not examine relationships among latent constructs. Instead, it explores potential
gender differences in perceived safety based on previous empirical findings reported in the
smart tourism and technology adoption research.

Table 2. Research hypotheses.

Hypothesis

Relationship Hypothesis Statement

Expected
Direction

H1

Higher perceived safety related to smart digital systems

SEC — SAT is positively associated with satisfaction with the Positive

tourist experience.

H2

Higher perceived comfort and convenience of smart

COMF — SAT systems is positively associated with satisfaction with the Positive

tourist experience.

H3

Higher satisfaction with the tourist experience supported
by smart systems is positively associated with the Positive
intention to use smart digital services in the future.

H4

Higher perceived effectiveness of smart technologies in

SIZE — BI larger destinations is positively associated with the Positive

intention to use smart digital services.

H5

Higher perceived comfort and convenience of smart

COMF — BI systems is positively associated with the intention to use  Positive

smart digital services.

Hé6a

Higher perceived digital competence is positively

EXP — SEC associated with perceived safety related to smart Positive

digital systems.

Heéb

Greater perceived digital competence is positively

EXP — COMF associated with perceived comfort and convenience of Positive

smart digital systems.

H7

Based on previous empirical findings, perceived safety

G1 — SEC related to smart digital systems differs between male and ~ Group difference

female respondents.
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3.4. Conceptual Model

Figure 1 illustrates the conceptual research framework developed to represent the
hypothesized associations among the examined constructs. The figure represents the theo-
retical framework underlying the study and serves as the basis for hypothesis development
rather than as an empirically estimated statistical model. The model integrates the princi-
pal constructs examined in this study, including perceived safety related to smart digital
systems (SEC), perceived comfort and convenience of smart systems (COMF), satisfaction
with the tourist experience (SAT), behavioral intention to use smart digital services (BI),
perceived effectiveness of smart technologies in larger destinations (SIZE), perceived digital
competence (EXP), and gender (G1). Perceived safety (SEC) and perceived comfort and
convenience (COMEF) are conceptualized as primary antecedents of satisfaction with the
tourist experience (SAT). Satisfaction is further expected to influence behavioral intention to
use smart digital services (BI). Additionally, perceived effectiveness of smart technologies
in larger destinations (SIZE) and perceived comfort and convenience are hypothesized
to directly affect behavioral intention. Perceived digital competence (EXP) is assumed to
positively influence both perceived safety and perceived comfort and convenience. Fi-
nally, gender (G1) is included as a grouping variable to examine potential differences in
perceived safety.

3.5. Data Analysis

The data were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistical methods. Frequen-
cies and percentages were used to describe the sample structure. Descriptive statistics for
the constructs were presented using minimum values, first quartile, median, third quartile,
and maximum values.

The internal consistency of the measurement scales was assessed using Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient. Normality was tested using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. Since all
constructs significantly deviated from normal distribution, Spearman’s rank correlation
coefficient was used to test the relationships between constructs. Gender differences in
perceived safety were tested using the Mann-Whitney U test. All statistical analyses were
conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics (version 25). The significance level was set at p < 0.05.
Given the exploratory nature of the study and the relatively small sample size, correlation
analysis was considered an appropriate method for examining the relationships between
constructs. The statistical analyses were intended to examine the strength and direction of
associations among constructs rather than to establish causal relationships or validate the
full structural model.

4. Results
4.1. Sample Characteristics

The final sample consisted of 104 respondents. Women accounted for 67.31% of the
sample, while men accounted for 32.69%. The sample was predominantly young, with
85.58% of respondents belonging to the 18-30 age group. Regarding travel frequency, the
largest share of respondents travelled two to three times per year (Table 3).

Table 3. Sociodemographic characteristics of respondents.

Characteristic Category N %

Gender Male 34 32.69
Gender Female 70 67.31
Age 18-30 89 85.58
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Table 3. Cont.

Characteristic Category N %
Age 31-45 6 5.77
Age 46-60 4 3.85
Age 60+ 5 4.81
Travel frequency Up to once per year 38 36.54
Travel frequency 2-3 times per year 51 49.04
Travel frequency 4-6 times per year 11 10.58
Travel frequency More than 6 times per year 4 3.85

4.2. Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Analysis

Descriptive statistics indicate that the respondents generally evaluated smart digital
systems in tourism positively. Median values ranged from 3.50 to 4.50, suggesting moderate
to high levels of agreement with the measured statements.

The reliability analysis (Table 4) showed high internal consistency for most constructs.
Cronbach’s alpha values were 0.887 for SEC, 0.940 for COME, 0.944 for SAT, 0.868 for SIZE,
and 0.938 for EXP. The initial reliability of the BI scale was lower, with a Cronbach’s alpha
of 0.661. After excluding the reverse-coded item BI2, the reliability of the BI scale increased
to 0.891. Therefore, the purified BI scale was used in further interpretation.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics and reliability of constructs.

Construct Min Q1 Median Q3 Max Cronbach’s « i::l::;ﬁ:;i ¢
SEC 1.00 3.00 4.00 4.56 5.00 0.887 High

COMF 1.00 3.69 4.50 5.00 5.00 0.940 Very high
SAT 1.00 3.40 4.00 4.80 5.00 0.944 Very high
SIZE 1.00 2.69 3.50 431 5.00 0.868 High

BI 1.75 3.25 4.00 4.69 5.00 0.661 Questionable
BI (refined) 1.00 3.33 417 5.00 5.00 0.891 High

EXP 1.00 3.33 4.33 5.00 5.00 0.938 Very high

4.3. Normality Testing

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (Table 5) was used to examine the normality of the
construct distributions. The results showed statistically significant deviations from the
normal distribution for all constructs. Consequently, non-parametric statistical procedures
were used in the hypothesis testing.

Table 5. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality.

Construct Statistic df p-Value
SEC 0.133 104 <0.001
COMF 0.217 104 <0.001
SAT 0.152 104 <0.001
SIZE 0.090 104 0.037

BI 0.201 104 <0.001
EXP 0.213 104 <0.001
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4.4. Correlation Analysis

Since the assumption of normality was not met, Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient
(Table 6) was used to examine the relationships between the constructs. The results indicate
that all of the constructs examined were positively and statistically significantly correlated.

Table 6. Spearman correlation matrix.

Construct SEC COMF SAT SIZE BI EXP
SEC 1.000

COMF 0.712 ** 1.000

SAT 0.574 ** 0.756 ** 1.000

SIZE 0.436 ** 0.460 ** 0.627 ** 1.000

BI 0.687 ** 0.685 ** 0.677 ** 0.696 ** 1.000

EXP 0.597 ** 0.717 ** 0.684 ** 0.510 ** 0.708 ** 1.000

Note: Spearman’s rank correlation coefficients (p); ** p < 0.01.

The strongest correlation was found between perceived comfort and convenience
and satisfaction with the tourist experience (COMF-SAT, p = 0.756, p < 0.001). Strong
positive associations were also found between perceived digital competence and perceived
comfort and convenience (EXP-COMEF, p = 0.717, p < 0.001), as well as between perceived
effectiveness of smart technologies in larger destinations and behavioral intention (SIZE-BI,
p =0.696, p < 0.001). The strength of the correlations was interpreted according to commonly
accepted thresholds (weak, moderate, strong relationships).

All observed correlations were positive and statistically significant, indicating a con-
sistent pattern of relationships among the constructs.

4.5. Hypothesis Testing

The results support all correlation-based hypotheses from H1 to H6 (Table 7). Per-
ceived safety was positively associated with satisfaction, supporting H1. Perceived comfort
and convenience showed the strongest relationship with satisfaction, supporting H2. Satis-
faction, perceived effectiveness of smart technologies in larger destinations, and perceived
comfort and convenience were all positively associated with behavioral intention, support-
ing H3, H4, and H5. Finally, perceived digital competence was positively associated with
both perceived safety and perceived comfort and convenience, supporting Héa and Héb.

Table 7. Results of hypothesis testing for H1-H6 (Spearman’s rank correlation).

Hypothesis Relationship Coefficient p-Value Decision

H1 SEC — SAT 0.574 <0.001 Supported
H2 COMF — SAT 0.756 <0.001 Supported
H3 SAT — BI 0.677 <0.001 Supported
H4 SIZE — BI 0.696 <0.001 Supported
H5 COMF — BI 0.685 <0.001 Supported
Héa EXP — SEC 0.597 <0.001 Supported
Heéb EXP — COMF 0.717 <0.001 Supported

The Mann-Whitney U test (Tables 8 and 9) was used to examine whether perceived
safety related to smart digital systems differed according to gender. Although women
had a slightly higher mean rank than men, the difference was not statistically significant.
Therefore, H7 was not supported. Given the unequal group sizes (34 male and 70 female
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respondents), these findings should be interpreted with caution and require confirmation
using larger and more balanced samples.

Table 8. Mann-Whitney U test for gender differences in perceived safety.

Variable Gender N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 8] z p-Value
SEC Male 34 50.82 1728.00 1133.00 0.399 0.690
SEC Female 70 53.31 3732.00

Table 9. Results of hypothesis testing for H7 (statistical test Mann-Whitney U).

Hypothesis  Relationship Statistic p-Value Decision
H7 Gender differences in SEC Z=0.399 0.690 Not supported

The results presented in Table 8 showed no statistically significant difference in per-
ceived safety between male and female respondents (U = 1133.00; Z = 0.399; p = 0.690).
Accordingly, H7 is not supported.

These results provide empirical support for the hypothesized associations among
the examined constructs. All proposed associations were statistically significant except
the hypothesized gender difference in perceived safety. Because the proposed concep-
tual framework was examined using correlation-based statistical techniques rather than
structural equation modeling, no empirical structural model was estimated. Consequently,
Figure 1 should be interpreted as the conceptual research framework guiding the hypoth-
esis testing rather than as a statistically estimated path model. The empirical findings
are presented through correlation coefficients and hypothesis-testing results rather than
through an estimated structural model.

5. Discussion

The results of this study confirm that smart digital systems play an important role
in shaping the tourist experience and user behavior, and the obtained relationships also
indicate certain deviations from dominant theoretical assumptions. The strongest observed
association was found between perceived comfort and convenience and satisfaction with
the tourist experience. This result suggests that tourists primarily evaluate the value of
smart technologies through their functionality, ease of use, and ability to reduce effort
during travel. Such a finding is consistent with studies that highlight the importance
of convenience and ease of use as key determinants of satisfaction (Torabi et al., 2023;
Gopinath & Jyotsna, 2025), but at the same time points to a broader shift toward an
experience-oriented evaluation of technology, where users do not evaluate the technology
itself, but rather its contribution to the overall experience. Given the correlation-based
analytical approach adopted in this study, these findings indicate statistically significant
associations rather than causal relationships. Consequently, the observed relationships
should be interpreted as evidence of concurrent patterns among the examined constructs
rather than direct causal effects.

It is also important to conclude that perceived safety, although statistically significant,
showed a weaker association on satisfaction compared to comfort and convenience. This is
partly contrary to part of the literature that positions safety and trust as key determinants
of technology acceptance (Tiwari et al., 2024; Omar et al., 2025). This result can be explained
by the fact that tourists increasingly perceive safety as a basic standard rather than a
differentiating factor. In other words, safety is necessary, but not sufficient on its own to
create a positive experience. A similar argument is found in Buhalis and Leung (2018),
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who emphasize that in smart destinations, basic technological functions become “hygiene
factors”, while competitive advantage is created by elements that enhance the experience.

The results also show that satisfaction, perceived effectiveness of smart technologies
in larger destinations, and perceived comfort and convenience are positively associated
with the intention to use smart digital services. These findings are consistent with the
fundamental assumptions of technology acceptance models, according to which perceived
effectiveness of smart technologies in larger destinations and positive experience shape
behavioral intentions (Li et al., 2024; Sujood et al., 2024). These findings suggest that experi-
ential and context-specific factors may complement the traditional constructs of TAM and
UTAUT when examining smart tourism technologies. The strong role of comfort and con-
venience indicates that user experience may be equally or even more important than purely
functional perceptions such as usefulness. The observed associations indicate that comfort
and convenience may represent useful complementary constructs when applying TAM and
UTAUT in smart tourism settings. The findings provide preliminary empirical support for
considering functional, experiential, and safety-related dimensions simultaneously when
examining tourists” acceptance of smart technologies, which is also confirmed by previous
research (Ukpabi & Karjaluoto, 2017) and highlights the importance of context and user
experience in digital tourism. Also, the results confirm that perceived digital competence
is positively associated with the perception of safety and comfort. Respondents reporting
higher perceived digital competence also reported higher perceived safety and comfort
and more easily accept digital systems, which is consistent with research on digital literacy
and technological readiness (Cimbaljevi¢ et al., 2024; Xiong & Zhang, 2024). This finding
may also indicate potential digital inequality among tourists, where less experienced users
may encounter difficulties in using smart systems, which can negatively affect their expe-
rience. Similar conclusions were made by Neuhofer et al. (2015), who emphasized that
technology can simultaneously enhance and limit the experience, depending on the level of
user competencies. In contrast to previous research, the results of this study do not confirm
statistically significant differences in perceived safety between men and women. Although
women showed slightly higher levels of perceived safety, the difference was not significant.
This finding deviates from studies that indicate more pronounced gender differences in the
perception of technology and risk, particularly in earlier stages of digital transformation.
One possible explanation is that digital technologies in tourism have become widely ac-
cepted and standardized, thereby reducing differences among users. The homogeneity of
the sample and the level of digital literacy of the respondents may further contribute to the
absence of differences.

6. Conclusions

The results of the study suggest that smart digital systems play a significant role in
shaping the tourist experience and user behavior. The strong impact of perceived comfort
and convenience on satisfaction stands out, suggesting that tourists perceive the greatest
value of technology in its functionality, ease of use, and ability to facilitate their stay in a
destination. Satisfaction, together with perceived effectiveness of smart technologies in
larger destinations and comfort, was positively associated with behavioral intention of the
intention to use smart digital services, thereby confirming the fundamental assumptions of
technology acceptance models.

While perceived safety was statistically significant, its impact was weaker compared
to comfort and convenience, suggesting that tourists increasingly perceive safety as a
standard rather than a key differentiating factor. Also, perceived digital competence was
positively associated with the perception of safety and comfort, while gender differences
were not statistically significant. From a practical perspective, the results indicate the
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need for destination managers and service providers to focus the development of smart
solutions on simplicity, intuitiveness, and real usefulness for tourists. Technologies that
reduce waiting time, facilitate movement, and provide relevant real-time information have
the greatest potential to increase satisfaction and encourage future use. It is important to
maintain a high level of security and transparency in data management to preserve user
trust. From a theoretical perspective, this study contributes to the smart tourism litera-
ture by applying established technology acceptance theories within a broader conceptual
framework that introduces perceived safety and perceived comfort and convenience as
tourism-specific contextual factors. Rather than proposing a new theoretical model, the
findings provide exploratory evidence that these context-specific constructs may comple-
ment existing technology acceptance frameworks when examining tourists” adoption of
smart technologies.

Despite the significant findings, this study has several limitations. The sample was
relatively small and obtained through convenience sampling, which limits the generaliz-
ability of the findings. In addition, the sample was strongly dominated by respondents
aged 18-30, who are generally more familiar with digital technologies than the wider
tourist population. This demographic profile may have influenced the relatively positive
perceptions of digital safety, comfort and convenience, and behavioral intention observed
in this study. Consequently, the findings should be interpreted with caution and should not
be generalized to all tourist segments without further empirical validation. An additional
limitation concerns the measurement instrument, which was developed for this study and
should therefore be further validated in future research, particularly regarding the SIZE
and EXP constructs, which were relabeled to better reflect the content of the items. The
use of correlation-based statistical techniques allows for the identification of significant
associations among constructs but does not permit causal inference or testing of the com-
plete explanatory structure of the proposed conceptual model. Because the study was
designed as an exploratory investigation based on a relatively small convenience sample,
exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were not performed, and composite relia-
bility (CR), average variance extracted (AVE), and convergent and discriminant validity
were not formally assessed. Another limitation concerns the use of a single self-report
questionnaire administered at one point in time. Because all variables were measured
using the same instrument, some of the observed associations may be partly attributable to
common method bias rather than exclusively reflecting substantive relationships among the
examined constructs. Future studies should combine multiple data sources, longitudinal
designs, or procedural and statistical remedies to reduce the potential influence of common
method variance. Future research should include larger and more diverse samples and
apply more advanced analytical approaches to further validate and extend the findings.
Future studies employing structural equation modeling and larger, more representative
samples are needed to determine whether the proposed framework provides incremental
explanatory value beyond established technology acceptance models such as TAM and
UTAUT. The analysis of gender differences was based on unequal group sizes, with female
respondents substantially outnumbering male respondents, which may have reduced the
statistical power for detecting potential differences between the two groups.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.S.; methodology, M.S. and E.G.M.; formal analysis,
M.S. and A.C.O; investigation, M.S. and E.G.M.; resources, M.S.; data curation M.S. and E.G.M.;
writing—original draft preparation, M.S. and A.C.O.; writing—review and editing, M.S. and E.G.M.;
supervision, M.S.; project administration M.S.; funding acquisition, M.S. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/tourhosp7070206


https://doi.org/10.3390/tourhosp7070206

Tour. Hosp. 2026, 7, 206 18 of 20

Institutional Review Board Statement: Ethical approval for this research was granted by the Ethics
Committee of the Faculty of Tourism and Rural Development, University of J. ]. Strossmayer in Osijek
(KLASA: 602-06/25-01/44; UBROJ: 2177-1-20-01-11-26-12/2; date of approval: 15 May 2026).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author due to the Croatian national law of privacy protection.

Acknowledgments: This research is related to the Croatian Science Foundation (HRZZ) research
project “Tourism 5.0: Customer Satisfaction through the Digital Transformation of Tourist Desti-
nations”, grant no. IP-2025-02-1899 (Croatian Science Foundation) but was not directly funded by
the project.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References

Ahmad, N., & Rasheed, H. M. W. (2025). Tourism and hospitality SMEs and digital marketing: What factors influence their attitude and
intention to use from the perspective of BRT, TAM and IRT. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Insights, 8(4), 1546-1563. [CrossRef]

Akhla, A. A.N., Thong, C. L., Shibghatullah, A. S., Chit, S. M., Cherukuri, A. K., Chaw, L. Y., & Lee, C. Y. (2023). Impact of real-time
information for travellers: A systematic review. Journal of Information & Knowledge Management, 22(01), 2250065. [CrossRef]

Alsharif, A., Isa, S. M., & Alqudah, M. N. (2024). Smart tourism, hospitality, and destination: A systematic review and future directions.
Journal of Tourism and Services, 15(29), 72-110. [CrossRef]

Buhalis, D., & Leung, R. (2018). Smart hospitality—Interconnectivity and interoperability towards an ecosystem. International Journal of
Hospitality Management, 71, 41-50. [CrossRef]

Burkett, M. G., & Virto, N. R. (2025). Exploring the rle of innovation and perceived security in contactless technology adoption:
Evidence from contactless travel services. Journal of Tourism and Services, 16(31), 220-244. [CrossRef]

Campayo-Sanchez, F., Celdran-Bernabeu, M. A., Martinez-Navarro, J., & Sellers-Rubio, R. (2025). Unveiling the use of tourism
technologies in the context of smart destinations. Are tourists ready? Current Issues in Tourism, 29, 2754-2768. [CrossRef]

Chang, J. H., & Lee, C. H. (2023). The effect of real-time crowding information on tourists’ procrastination of planned travel schedule.
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 56, 18-28. [CrossRef]

Chang, S. (2022). Can smart tourism technology enhance destination image? The case of the 2018 Taichung World Flora Exposition.
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Technology, 13(4), 590-607. [CrossRef]

Chowdhury, R. (2023). Impact of perceived convenience, service quality and security on consumers’ behavioural intention towards
online food delivery services: The role of attitude as mediator. SN Business & Economics, 3(1), 29. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Chuang, C. M. (2023). The conceptualization of smart tourism service platforms on tourist value co-creation behaviours: An integrative
perspective of smart tourism services. Humanities and Social Sciences Communications, 10(1), 367. [CrossRef]

Cimbaljevi¢, M., Demirovi¢ Bajrami, D., Kovaci¢, S., Pavlukovi¢, V., Stankov, U., & Vujic¢i¢, M. (2024). Employees’ technology adoption
in the context of smart tourism development: The role of technological acceptance and technological readiness. European Journal
of Innovation Management, 27(8), 2457-2482. [CrossRef]

Couto, G., Pimentel, P, Santos, C., Cota, N., Beire, A. R., & Oliveira, A. (2026). Connectivity and safety: Key drivers for tourism
experiences in remote regions in the post-pandemic era. Tourism and Hospitality, 7(2), 36. [CrossRef]

Davis, E. D. (1989). Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and user acceptance of information technology. MIS Quarterly,
13(3), 319-340. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Diaz, E., Carranza, R., Martin-Consuegra, D., & Zhang, J. (2026). Technology-driven smart consumer experiences in tourism destinations.
Current Issues in Tourism, 29(5), 967-997. [CrossRef]

Diaz-Parra, O., Fuentes-Penna, A., Marroquin-Gutiérrez, F.,, Rodriguez-Lara, B. M., Ramirez, J. C. S., Trejo-Macotela, F. R., & Aguilar-
Ortiz, J. (2023). Smart tourism: Technologies to improve tourism. In Management, technology, and economic growth in smart and
sustainable cities (pp. 83-96). IGI Global Scientific Publishing. [CrossRef]

Dyussekeyeva, Y., Kadyrbekova, D., Issakov, Y., Ageleuova, A., Zhaksybekova, D., & Gaji¢, T. (2025). Forecasting technology acceptance
in tourism and hospitality: Lessons from Akmola region in Kazakhstan. Geo Journal of Tourism and Geosites, 61(3), 1519-1530.
[CrossRef]

Elshaer, A. M., & Marzouk, A. M. (2024). Memorable tourist experiences: The role of smart tourism technologies and hotel innovations.
Tourism Recreation Research, 49(3), 445-457. [CrossRef]

Ercan, F. (2023). Smart tourism destination: A bibliometric review. European Journal of Tourism Research, 34, 3409. [CrossRef]

Florido-Benitez, L., & del Alcdzar Martinez, B. (2024). How artificial intelligence (Al) is powering new tourism marketing and the
future agenda for smart tourist destinations. Electronics, 13(21), 4151. [CrossRef]

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/tourhosp7070206


https://doi.org/10.1108/JHTI-05-2024-0508
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219649222500654
https://doi.org/10.29036/jots.v15i29.746
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2017.11.011
https://doi.org/10.29036/e68ww460
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2025.2504090
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2023.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/JHTT-07-2020-0182
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43546-023-00422-7
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36643187
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-01867-9
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-09-2022-0516
https://doi.org/10.3390/tourhosp7020036
https://doi.org/10.2307/249008
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23455082
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2024.2443039
https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3693-0373-3.ch005
https://doi.org/10.30892/gtg.61311-1521
https://doi.org/10.1080/02508281.2022.2027203
https://doi.org/10.54055/ejtr.v34i.2788
https://doi.org/10.3390/electronics13214151
https://doi.org/10.3390/tourhosp7070206

Tour. Hosp. 2026, 7, 206 19 of 20

Fu, W. (2026). Embedded intelligent technology for real-time safety monitoring and early warning in tourism systems. Australian
Journal of Electrical and Electronics Engineering, 1-17. [CrossRef]

Garanti, Z. (2023). Value co-creation in smart tourism destinations. Worldwide Hospitality and Tourism Themes, 15(5), 468-475. [CrossRef]

Goo, J., Huang, C. D., Yoo, C. W., & Koo, C. (2022). Smart tourism technologies” ambidexterity: Balancing tourist’s worries and novelty
seeking for travel satisfaction. Information Systems Frontiers, 24(6), 2139-2158. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Gopinath, K., & Jyotsna, J. H. (2025). Smart technology and happy tourists: A meta-analysis. Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research,
30(4), 479-499. [CrossRef]

Guebel, B., Mayer, V. E, Cavalheiro, M. B., Pereira, T., & Mendes-Filho, L. (2025). Examining consumer intentions to use wearable technologies
in tourism: Effects of socio-symbolic drivers, technology use, and security. Journal of Smart Tourism, 5(1-2), 3-18. [CrossRef]

Hidayat, J. C., & Faturohman, T. (2024). Application of technology acceptance model (TAM) on digital promotion media for tourism in Pontianak City.
Emerald Publishing Limited. [CrossRef]

Ionescu, A. M., & Sarbu, F. A. (2024). Exploring the impact of smart technologies on the tourism industry. Sustainability, 16(8), 3318. [CrossRef]

Issakov, Y., Leti¢, B., Spasojevi¢, A., KneZevi¢, S., Mandari¢, M., Stojanovi¢, K., Gaji¢, T., & Vukoli¢, D. (2025). Security and sustainability of
tourist destinations through digital technologies: A comparative analysis of almaty and belgrade. Sustainability, 17(20), 9126. [CrossRef]

Khoshroo, M., & Soltani, M. (2025). Digital transformation of tourism: Towards a model of technology acceptance by tourists in the
Industry 5.0. European Journal of Innovation Management, 28(5), 2101-2124. [CrossRef]

Koo, I, Zaman, U., Ha, H., & Nawaz, S. (2025). Assessing the interplay of trust dynamics, personalization, ethical AI practices, and
tourist behavior in the adoption of Al-driven smart tourism technologies. Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and
Complexity, 11(1), 100455. [CrossRef]

Lasisi, T. T., Tarkang, M. E., Parvez, M. O, Senlik, A. C., & Eluwole, K. K. (2025). From awareness to action: Understanding the role
of economic costs and perceived convenience in tourist mobility decisions. Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and
Complexity, 11, 100682. [CrossRef]

Law, R, Lin, K. J., & Li, K. Q. (2026). Information privacy in tourism and hospitality: Technology-specific issues, theoretical
fundamentals and future research avenues. Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research, 31(1), 3-20. [CrossRef]

Law, R,, Ye, H., & Chan, I. C. C. (2022). A critical review of smart hospitality and tourism research. International Journal of Contemporary
Hospitality Management, 34(2), 623-641. [CrossRef]

Le Anh, T., & Thanh, N. N. (2026). Exploring the determinants of adventure tourism demand in smart tourism destinations: A factor
analysis approach. Veredas do Direito, 23(3), €234195. [CrossRef]

Lee, T. H,, & Jan, F. H. (2022). Development and validation of the smart tourism experience scale. Sustainability, 14(24), 16421. [CrossRef]

Li, F, Zhu, D., Lin, M. T., & Kim, P. B. (2024). The technology acceptance model and hospitality and tourism consumers’ intention to
use mobile technologies: Meta-analysis and structural equation modeling. Cornell Hospitality Quarterly, 65(4), 461-477. [CrossRef]

Liu, H., & Park, K. S. (2024). Exploring the impact of metaverse tourism experiences on actual visit intentions: An integrated model
of presence, the technology acceptance model, and the theory of planned behavior. International Journal of Tourism Research,
26(1), €2616. [CrossRef]

Liu, J., Hall, C. M., Zhu, C., & Ting Pong Cheng, V. (2024). Redefining the concept of smart tourism in tourism and hospitality. Anatolia,
35(3), 566-578. [CrossRef]

Ma, S. (2024). Enhancing tourists” satisfaction: Leveraging artificial intelligence in the tourism sector. Pacific International Journal,
7(3), 89-98. [CrossRef]

Nafees, S., & Sujood, N. (2025). The power of emotions: Combining emotional attachment theory (EAT) and the technology acceptance
model (TAM) to predict consumers’ intention to use interactive technologies (ITs) at tourism destinations. Tourism Recreation
Research, 50(6), 1449-1466. [CrossRef]

Neubhofer, B., Buhalis, D., & Ladkin, A. (2015). Technology as a catalyst of change: Enablers and barriers of the tourist experience
and their consequences. In I. Tussyadiah, & A. Inversini (Eds.), Information and communication technologies in tourism 2015
(pp. 789-802). Springer. [CrossRef]

Nieves-Pavoén, S., Lopez-Mosquera, N., & Sanchez Gonzalez, M. J. (2025). Unlocking tourist motivations in a smart tourism destination:
An application of the push—pull theory. Societies, 15(4), 82. [CrossRef]

Novianti, S., Susanto, E., & Rafdinal, W. (2022). Predicting tourists” behaviour towards smart tourism: The case in emerging smart
destinations. Journal of Tourism Sustainability, 2(1), 19-30. [CrossRef]

Nur, I, Suriani, S., Abubakar, H., Baharuddin, S. M., Salam, E. A., & Vano, V. (2025). Navigating satisfaction in smart tourism:
A multi-destination study of infrastructure, safety, and accessibility in post-pandemic Indonesia. Jurnal Aplikasi Manajemen,
23(3), 842-863. [CrossRef]

Omar, A., Tiwari, V., & Saad, M. (2025). Smart technology’s potential in smart destinations: A comprehensive UTAUT model with
privacy and safety risk moderation. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Technology, 16(4), 817-835. [CrossRef]

Orden-Mejia, M., & Huertas, A. (2022). Analysis of the attributes of smart tourism technologies in destination chatbots that influence
tourist satisfaction. Current Issues in Tourism, 25(17), 2854-2869. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.3390/tourhosp7070206


https://doi.org/10.1080/1448837X.2025.2609012
https://doi.org/10.1108/WHATT-06-2023-0070
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10796-021-10233-6
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35103046
https://doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2025.2454233
https://doi.org/10.1177/27652157251340481
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1571-038620240000034015
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16083318
https://doi.org/10.3390/su17209126
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-11-2023-1018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joitmc.2024.100455
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joitmc.2025.100682
https://doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2025.2555209
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-08-2021-0986
https://doi.org/10.18623/rvd.v23.n3.4195
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142416421
https://doi.org/10.1177/19389655241226558
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.2616
https://doi.org/10.1080/13032917.2023.2282712
https://doi.org/10.55014/pij.v7i3.624
https://doi.org/10.1080/02508281.2024.2390716
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-14343-9_57
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc15040082
https://doi.org/10.35313/jtospolban.v2i1.30
https://doi.org/10.21776/ub.jam.2025.023.3.05
https://doi.org/10.1108/JHTT-01-2024-0061
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2021.1997942
https://doi.org/10.3390/tourhosp7070206

Tour. Hosp. 2026, 7, 206 20 of 20

Romani, G. F,, Pinochet, L. H. C., Pardim, V. I, & Souza, C. A. D. (2023). Security as a key factor for the smart city, citizens’ trust, and
the use of technologies. Revista de Administragdo Piiblica, 57, €2022-0145. [CrossRef]

Shafiee, S., Jahanyan, S., Ghatari, A. R., & Hasanzadeh, A. (2023). Developing sustainable tourism destinations through smart
technologies: A system dynamics approach. Journal of Simulation, 17(4), 477-498. [CrossRef]

Sharma, S., Singh, G., & Pratt, S. (2025). Applying a technology acceptance model to understand digital-free tourism. Tourism Recreation
Research, 50(2), 229-246. [CrossRef]

Shin, H. H., Kim, J., & Jeong, M. (2023). Memorable tourism experience at smart tourism destinations: Do travelers’ residential tourism
clusters matter? Tourism Management Perspectives, 46, 101103. [CrossRef]

Solomovich, L., & Abraham, V. (2026). Exploring the influence of ChatGPT on tourism behavior using the technology acceptance
model. Tourism Review, 81(1), 378-395. [CrossRef]

Sujood, Bano, N., & Siddiqui, S. (2024). Consumers’ intention towards the use of smart technologies in tourism and hospitality (T&H) industry:
A deeper insight into the integration of TAM, TPB and trust. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Insights, 7(3), 1412-1434. [CrossRef]
Sostar, M., Kumar, K. S., & DraZeti¢, M. (2025). The influence of the internet on consumer purchasing behavior across different product

categories. Theoretical and Practical Research in Economic Fields, 16(3), 564-587. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Sostar, M., Ristanovi¢, V., & Culjak, S. (2026). Tourism promotion and destination choice in Croatia: A multicriteria analysis using PCA
and AHP. Tourism and Hospitality, 7(2), 60. [CrossRef]

Tavitiyaman, P., Zhang, X., Xu, ]J., & Tsui, B. (2026). Impact of smart tourism technology attributes on perceived usefulness, service
experience evaluation, and business performance: A perspective of hotel employees. Journal of Quality Assurance in Hospitality &
Tourism, 27(1), 184-209. [CrossRef]

Tiwari, V., Mishra, A., & Tiwari, S. (2024). Role of data safety and perceived privacy for acceptance of IoT-enabled technologies at smart
tourism destinations. Current Issues in Tourism, 27(19), 3079-3094. [CrossRef]

Torabi, Z. A., Pourtaheri, M., Hall, C. M., Sharifi, A., & Javidi, F. (2023). Smart tourism technologies, revisit intention, and word-of-mouth
in emerging and smart rural destinations. Sustainability, 15(14), 10911. [CrossRef]

Torabi, Z. A., Shalbafian, A. A., Allam, Z., Ghaderi, Z., Murgante, B., & Khavarian-Garmsir, A. R. (2022). Enhancing memorable
experiences, tourist satisfaction, and revisit intention through smart tourism technologies. Sustainability, 14(5), 2721. [CrossRef]

Tuomi, A., Moreira Kares, E., & Zainal Abidin, H. (2023). Digital cultural tourism: Older adults’ acceptance and use of digital cultural
tourism services. Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, 23(2-3), 226-247. [CrossRef]

Ukpabi, D. C., & Karjaluoto, H. (2017). Consumers’ acceptance of information and communications technology in tourism: A review.
Telematics and Informatics, 34(5), 618-644. [CrossRef]

Uludag, O., Oluwajana, D., Vanduhe, W,, Ekiz, E., & Sostar, M. (2026). Game on: Exploring hedonic behavior, social influence, and
gamification adoption in tourism through TAM. Tourism: An International Interdisciplinary Journal, 74(1), 45-65. [CrossRef]
Venkatesh, V., Morris, M. G., Davis, G. B., & Davis, F. D. (2003). User acceptance of information technology: Toward a unified view1.

MIS Quarterly, 27(3), 425-478. [CrossRef]

Walczak, R., Koszewski, K., Ejsmont, K., & Olszewski, R. (2025). Gender perceptions of IoT technologies in smart cities. Smart Cities,
8(2), 60. [CrossRef]

Wang, P, Zhang, L., Xiong, H., & Ye, L. (2026). The role of artificial intelligence in smart tourism: Efficiency and privacy perspectives.
International Journal of Tourism Research, 28(2), €70232. [CrossRef]

Xiong, S., & Zhang, T. (2024). Enhancing tourist loyalty through location-based service apps: Exploring the roles of digital literacy,
perceived ease of use, perceived autonomy, virtual-content congruency, and tourist engagement. PLoS ONE, 19(1), e0294244.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Yang, X., & Zhang, L. (2022). Smart tourism technologies towards memorable experiences for museum visitors. Tourism Review, 77(4),
1009-1023. [CrossRef]

Zeqiri, J., Ramadani, V., & Aloulou, W. J. (2023). The effect of perceived convenience and perceived value on intention to repurchase in
online shopping: The mediating effect of e-WOM and trust. Economic Research-Ekonomska IstraZivanja, 36(3), 2153721. [CrossRef]

Zhang, Y., Sotiriadis, M., & Shen, S. (2022). Investigating the impact of smart tourism technologies on tourists” experiences. Sustainability,
14(5), 3048. [CrossRef]

Zheng, K., Kumar, J., Kunasekaran, P, & Valeri, M. (2024). Role of smart technology use behaviour in enhancing tourist revisit intention:
The theory of planned behaviour perspective. European Journal of Innovation Management, 27(3), 872-893. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.3390/tourhosp7070206


https://doi.org/10.1590/0034-761220220145x
https://doi.org/10.1080/17477778.2022.2030656
https://doi.org/10.1080/02508281.2023.2252680
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2023.101103
https://doi.org/10.1108/TR-10-2023-0697
https://doi.org/10.1108/JHTI-06-2022-0267
https://doi.org/10.14505/tpref.v16.3(35).05
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/42030129
https://doi.org/10.3390/tourhosp7020060
https://doi.org/10.1080/1528008X.2024.2313194
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2023.2247534
https://doi.org/10.3390/su151410911
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14052721
https://doi.org/10.1080/15022250.2023.2256698
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2016.12.002
https://doi.org/10.37741/t.74.1.3
https://doi.org/10.2307/30036540
https://doi.org/10.3390/smartcities8020060
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.70232
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0294244
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38295124
https://doi.org/10.1108/TR-02-2022-0060
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2022.2153721
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14053048
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-03-2022-0122
https://doi.org/10.3390/tourhosp7070206

	Introduction 
	Literature Review 
	Smart Tourism Technologies and Technology Acceptance 
	Digital Safety, Comfort, and Tourist Experience in Smart Destinations 

	Materials and Methods 
	Research Design and Sample 
	Measurement Instrument 
	Research Hypotheses 
	Conceptual Model 
	Data Analysis 

	Results 
	Sample Characteristics 
	Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Analysis 
	Normality Testing 
	Correlation Analysis 
	Hypothesis Testing 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

