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Abstract

This study aims to investigate a set of under-researched determinants of tourist expenditures
among visitors to Fjord Norway. Specifically, it analyses four variables’ relationship with
tourist expenditure: tourist satisfaction, destination type, activity participation, and presence
of children in travel party. This was done by analysing secondary data from a questionnaire
distributed to visitors at a popular tourist attraction in Fjord Norway. The results indicate that
a relationship exists between tourist satisfaction and expenditures. Though the findings are
ambiguous in terms of direction and strength, most coefficients are negative suggesting that
more satisfied tourists have lower expenditures than less satisfied tourists. The results also
show that tourists visiting a higher number of nature-based destinations have significantly
higher expenditures. No relationship was identified between activity participation and

children in travel party.
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1 Introduction

The tourism industry has received much attention in research and media over the last decades
due to its contribution to economic growth (Martins, Gan, and Ferreira-Lopes, 2017).
According to Innovation Norway, tourism can potentially bring major economic benefits for
the host country. Specifically, it can lead to increased employment, economic growth and
increased welfare (Innovation Norway, 2017, p. 4). Increased employment is a direct effect
from the fact that the stream of tourists requires establishing more hotels, restaurants, public
transportation etc. and thus more workers in the area. More workers in the economy also lead
to increased tax revenues for the municipality and government. Economic growth and
increased welfare are potential results of the economic process that is initiated by tourism

expenditures. Tourism expenditure is defined by the United Nations as

“the amount paid for the acquisition of consumption goods and services, as well as valuables,
for own use or to give away, for and during tourism trips. It includes expenditures by visitors
themselves, as well as expenses that are paid for or reimbursed by others”

(United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2008, p. 31).

This economic process is often referred to as the multiplier effect. Frechtling and Horvath
(1999, p. 324) describe the multiplier effect of tourism as the total economic benefits
generated once the initial tourist spending has worked its way through the economy through
interindustry transactions. In other words, the money that tourists spend while on vacation
(that is, tourism expenditures) will circulate in the economy and can potentially benefit
several sectors. This is due to the fact that the various sectors of an economy are usually
interrelated (Khan, Seng and Cheong, 1990). For instance, if a hotel experiences an increase

in number of guests, they will have to buy more goods from their suppliers to meet demand



(e.g. food.). The suppliers, for instance a local farmer, will have increased revenues and might
have more money to spend and the money will circulate further. This process may continue
through several sectors. For these reasons, it is desirable for businesses and regions that
tourists spend as much money as possible at the destination. Tourist expenditures may serve
as an alternative form of exports. In a study of 42 African countries, international tourist
spending was proved to positively influence the economic growth in all countries (Fayissa,
Nsiah and Tadasse, 2008). Tourists are defined by the World Tourism Organization as
“people travelling to and staying in places outside their usual environment for not more than
one consecutive year for leisure, business and other purposes” (as cited in Frechtling and
Horvath, 1999, p. 324). Another definition of tourists is that of Leiper (1979, p. 396), saying
that tourists are people that make discretionary and temporary tours which involves at least

one overnight stay away from the usual place of residence.

Tourists are likely to have varying spending behaviours as they differ in terms of
demographics, length of stay, accommodation type, purpose of trip and many other aspects.
By identifying what kind of tourists who have the highest expenditures, tourism managers and
policy makers can formulate strategies to attract these tourists and thereby increase tourism
expenditures in the area. Moreover, understanding the expenditure patterns and activities of a
tourist may facilitate the strategic planning of facilities and amenities (Mok & Iverson, 2000).
According to the United Nations (2008), tourism statistics are necessary for designing
appropriate marketing strategies, strengthening inter-institutional relationships and evaluating

the effectiveness of management decisions and measuring tourism throughout the economy.



2 Background

In the tourism literature, the demand for tourism has been measured both in terms of number
of tourist arrivals and in terms of expenditures at destination. Notably, the number of tourist
arrivals does not directly reflect tourist consumption and expenditures, and cannot entirely
measure the economic impact of tourism on the destination (Wang and Davidson, 2010b, p.
507). Even if a destination experiences an increase in tourist arrivals, these tourists may have
low expenditures at the destination, thus not creating the desired and potential economic
impact on the destination. As pointed out by Engstrom and Kipperberg (2015), tourists also
leave social, environmental and cultural footprints. Hence, an increasing number of tourist
arrivals will not in itself necessarily contribute to the potential economic effects of tourism.
Furthermore, only expenditures at the destination (and not pre-paid expenses) becomes in its
entirety tourism income for the destination, because pre-paid expenses are often shared with
tour operators outside the country (Perez and Juaneda, 2000, p. 626). Consequently, the
economic impact of tourism on the host destination can best be assessed by measuring and
analysing tourism expenditures at the destination. This is also the purpose of the present
study. Specifically, it aims to examine the relationship between certain factors and the
expenditure levels of tourists in Fjord Norway. Fjord Norway refers to the south-western
region of Norway, including Rogaland, Hordaland, Sogn & Fjordane and Mgre & Romsdal
counties. The fjords are the soul of Norway, and this area contains a number of Norway’s
largest tourist attractions - for Norwegians as well as for international tourists. In fact, Fjord
Norway and Northern Norway were the two regions with highest increase in the number of
international overnight stays from 2016 to 2017. Also, most of this increase was within
camping, indicating that more visitors were seeking the nature. Furthermore, Fjord Norway

had the second largest share of tourist expenditures among the regions in Norway (23 %) in



2017. Only the capital region received higher tourist expenditures, as observed below

(Innovation Norway, 2017, pp. 34-47).

NORTHERN NORWAY (15%)
Total expenditure NOK 12.2 billion

TRONDELAG (8%)
Total expenditurs NOK 6.5 billion

EASTERN NORWAY,
excluding Oslo and Akershus, (21%)
Total expenditurs NOK 17.5 billion

FJORD NORWAY (23%)
Total expenditure NOK 13.2 billion

OSLO and AKERSHUS (26%)
Total expenditure NOK 21.7 billion

SOUTHERN NORWAY (8%)
Total expenditure NOK 7.0 billion

Figure 1: Share of expenditures in different regions in Norway. Innovation Norway, 2017.

This makes Fjord Norway an interesting area for studying tourism expenditures in a
Norwegian context. Globally, tourism expenditure is a widely researched field. Much research
has been carried out with the aim to identify factors that can predict the expenditure levels of
different types of tourists. The result is a list of factors that are commonly believed to
contribute in explaining tourist expenditure levels. Examples of such factors are length of stay

at the destination, the number of people travelling together, and income level of the tourist.



Nonetheless, it is commonly agreed that these factors cannot explain all variation in
expenditures among tourists. Over the last decade, researchers have begun to investigate other
factors that possibly affect expenditures. Examples are tourist satisfaction level, destination
type, activity participation and presence of children in travel party (as it may influence the
choice of activity participation). Due to a limited scope of this thesis, and because these
factors are considered to be relevant in the context of Fjord Norway, they are the focus of
attention in the current study. Hence, the aim of this study is to contribute in filling the
knowledge gap by investigating the relationship between tourist expenditures and influencing
factors that have received less attention in the literature. Particularly, the factors investigated

in this study are

1. The satisfaction level of tourists
2. The number of nature-based destinations the tourists visit
3. The number of nature-based activities the tourists participate in

4. The presence of children in travel party

Baker and Crompton (2000, p. 787) describe satisfaction as an emotional state of mind after
an experience. In a tourism context, satisfaction level refers to how satisfied tourists are with
different factors at the visited destination, such as accommodation, transportation, facilities,
sightseeing, activities and the like. Referring to general consumer behaviour theory, a satisfied
customer is likely to spend more money on the specific product/service by doing repeat
purchases. In other words, customer satisfaction may lead to customer retention and loyalty,
and positive word of mouth (Tarn, 1999, p. 40). According to Oliver (1980), satisfaction may
also impact a consumer’s purchase intentions and generate attitudinal change. As such, this

can be associated with tourist expenditures. However, consumer behaviour for a tourist can be



argued to differ from regular consumer behaviour. A tourist usually stays at the destination for
a shorter period of time, hence repeat purchase and loyalty might not always be relevant in a
tourist context. Nevertheless, purchase intentions and attitudes towards a product or service
may still change as a consequence of (dis)satisfaction. From this, it can be inferred that having
a good experience (high satisfaction) with a product/service as a tourist, for instance an
activity, may motivate or encourage to engage in other activities while on the trip.
Additionally, higher satisfaction may lead to acceptance of higher prices and higher

willingness to pay. This way, satisfaction may positively affect expenditures.

Second, as described above, Fjord Norway is a popular region for tourism in Norway, and
very often involves some sort of nature viewing and/or nature activity (e.g. fjord cruise,
mountain hiking). Investigating whether visiting nature-based destinations and engaging in
nature-based activities is associated with higher/lower expenditures can be of interest and

value to destination managers and policy makers in Fjord Norway.

Third, another way to differentiate tourists from each other, is to distinguish between those
traveling with children and those traveling without. In a study by Chen, Wang and Prebensen

(2016), this was shown to affect the kind of activities that the travel party chose to engage in.

This study aims to investigate these variables’ relationship with tourist expenditure among
domestic and international tourists in Fjord Norway. In addition to this overall research aim,
the study also incorporates certain of the more researched factors in relation to tourist
expenditures. There are two reasons for this: they function as control variables in the

regression analysis and provide a comparison with previous findings.



3 Literature review

An in-depth literature review was conducted by this author to examine previous research and
findings within the field of tourism expenditures. The review revealed that the topic has been
widely investigated with different approaches. Researchers have examined whether different
sets of attributes influence tourism expenditure, such as trip-related factors, demographic
factors, and socioeconomic factors. Trip-related factors typically include destination type,
length of stay and travel party size. Demographic and socioeconomic factors include age,
gender, nationality, income level, educational level etc. Psychological factors, such as
satisfaction, have been analysed to a much lesser extent. Further, tourism expenditure has
been expressed in different ways: in terms of total travel party expenditures and per person

expenditures, which can both be measured on a per day basis and for entire visit.

According to Brida and Scuderi (2013), the most widely used approach of analysing tourism
expenditure is linear regression, with expenditure level being the dependent variable. Diverse
findings have been reported depending on how expenditures are expressed, on the
geographical scope in which the study took place and the methodology used for analysing.
Some factors have been heavily researched over the last decades in terms of their impact on
expenditure levels. Examples are length of stay, travel party size, nationality, income and age
(see for instance Engstrom and Kipperberg, 2015; Thrane and Farstad, 2011; Thrane and
Farstad 2012a; Thrane and Farstad 2012b; Thrane, Farstad and Dybedal, 2011; Jang, Bai,
Hong, and O’Leary 2004, Fredman, 2008). In the literature, these factors are treated as
independent variables affecting the dependent variable, namely tourism expenditure. With
respect to length of stay, all the studies referred to above (and a number of other studies)
found a significant and positive relationship with expenditures, with a 10 % increase in length

of stay leading to 3 — 7% increase in expenditures. Furthermore, Thrane and Farstad (2011,



2012b), Engstrém and Kipperberg (2015) and Fredman (2008) also found that although there
is a positive relationship, it is diminishing. In other words, the expenditure increase becomes

smaller for very long duration of stays.

When it comes to travel party size, previous research shows more ambiguous results than
regarding length of stay. Engstrém and Kipperberg (2015) found that doubling the travel party
size will bring about a 41 % increase in total travel expenditures. However, on a per-person
basis this will lead to a 59 % decrease in spending. That is, the more people that travel
together, the lower the personal expenditures. Thrane and Farstad (2011) also suggests that
this relationship holds only up to a certain point (9 persons in their case), where after it
becomes positive. Thus, the smallest and the largest travel parties seem to have the highest
expenditure levels. Further, Mok and Iverson (2000) divided their sample into light, medium
and heavy spenders and found that heavy spenders have smaller travel party sizes. Thrane,
Farstad and Dybedal (2011) suggest that the effect of travel party size will vary according to
different expenditure categories. For example, it is negatively associated with transportation
expenditures but positively associated with lodging expenditures. Several studies have also
found a non-existing relationship between travel party size and expenditure (for example,

Downward and Lumsdon, 2004).

Nationality is another factor that may influence tourism expenditures. Among others, Thrane
and Farstad (2012a) suggest that nationality indeed has a net effect on expenditure. In their
analysis, which is based on international tourists in Norway, nationality alone explained
nearly 40 % of the variation in expenditures, and thus appears to be a very important
determinant. Specifically, Danish tourists tend to spend less than the average whereas Dutch

tourists spend more. Likewise, Perez and Juaneda (2000) found significant differences among



tourists in the Balearic Islands, with Italians spending 22 % more than the Germans, while
French and Belgians spend 10,3 % less. Alegre, Cladera and Sard (2011) also report
nationality as a significant determinant for tourist expenditures among sun and sand tourists in

Mallorca.

Moving on, several papers have investigated the effect of age on tourist expenditures.
Diverging results are found, but the majority of studies have found a positive relationship
where older tourists have higher expenditure levels than younger tourists (Jang et al. 2004;
Perez and Juaneda 2000; Craggs and Schofield 2009). Thrane and Farstad (2012a) reveals a
curvilinear relationship, where the turning point is at 51 years for group expenditures and 48
years for personal expenditures. On the other hand, Alegre et al. (2011) did not find a
statistically significant relationship between the two variables and Mok and Iverson (2000)

found that heavy spenders tend to be younger than light spenders.

The vast majority of prior research has indicated a positive relationship between income and
tourism expenditures. This indicates that tourism is a normal good. Fredman (2008, p. 297)
found that income particularly impacts tourist expenditures at the destination. Downward and
Lumsdon (2003) reveal that a 10 % increase in income generated a 1,3 % increase in tourism
spending. Furthermore, Cannon and Ford (2002, p. 270) also conclude that visitors with
higher income levels have higher expenditure levels. On the contrary, Mok and lverson
(2000) found that income level does not significantly affect expenditure levels. Some
researchers have also examined whether the level of education influences spending level, and
Engstrom and Kipperberg (2015) found a weak evidence that more educated people spend

more money.
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According to Marcussen (2011), all the factors described above (length of stay, travel party
size, nationality, age and income) should be classified as important predictors of tourism
expenditures and should always be included in any analysis of such expenditures, in addition
to new factors that need more research. Incorporating more independent variables in the
analysis may improve the explanatory power, which has sometimes been as low as 0,2
according to Wang and Davidson (2010b, p. 511). The present study therefore intends to
investigate variables that have received less attention in the literature, especially in a
Norwegian nature-based context. Studies in which these variables are investigated seem to be

less consistent in terms of findings, compared to the “traditional” factors explained above.

Research on tourist satisfaction has mainly focused on the positive effects it may have on
revisit intentions and word of mouth. Studies that look at tourist satisfaction as a predictor of
tourism expenditures only began to emerge around 2010. Satisfaction as a predictor of
expenditure distinguishes itself from the traditional predictors (length of stay etc.) by being
more qualitative in nature. Hence, it can better explain tourist behaviour and thus expenditure
at the destination (Legohérel and Wong, 2006, cited in Cardenaz-Garcia, Pulido-Fernandez
and Pulido-Fernandez, 2016 p. 499). The assumption is that tourists who are more satisfied
with the tourism offerings at a destination will have higher willingness to spend (than tourists
who are less satisfied) in order to participate in the activities offered at the destination. Some
studies show a positive relationship between satisfaction and expenditures, while some report
a non-existing relationship. For instance, Perez and Juaneda (2000) found that tourists that
held negative opinions about their holiday experience spent 31,7 % less than the reference
group in the study. Similarly, Cardenaz-Garcia et al. (2016) found satisfaction with
accommodation, leisure/entertainment, infrastructure and landscapes, among other factors, to

be related to tourist expenditures in some urban destinations in Spain. Disegna and Osti



11

(2016, p. 12) found specifically that a one unit increase in satisfaction with landscape (on a
10-point Likert scale) would lead to 7,6 % increase in total expenditures. On the contrary, the
study by Wang and Davidson (2010a) indicates that satisfaction does not significantly predict
tourist expenditure. No conclusion can be drawn based on the existing research, and the
influence of visitor (dis)satisfaction remains unexplained. To the author’s knowledge, very
little research has been carried out concerning satisfaction and expenditures in a Norwegian

nature-based context.

Type of destination visited and activities that tourists participate in is another factor that have
recently been considered a predictor of expenditures. This relationship was examined among
tourists in Northern Norway by Mehmetoglu (2007), as one of a few papers addressing this.
The results indicated that nature tourists are likely to spend more money on holiday than
“other” tourists. Nature tourists refer to tourists that visit a place largely because of the nature.
According to Mehmetoglu (2007), nature-based tourists in general are well-educated, have
high incomes and have a higher willingness to spend. He also found that those who consider
nature-based activities as important for their trip were typically heavy spenders (as opposed to
light spenders, which are the two groups the sample was divided into). Leones, Colby, and
Crandall (1998, p. 56) further underlined the idea that tourist expenditures may be increased
by encouraging tourists to visit multiple sites. However, this effect is not analysed to a large
degree in the literature. Besides, Thrane and Farstad (2011) suggested that the more rural the
destination visited, the lower the expenditures. Many nature-based attractions in Norway are
in rural areas, thus suggesting lower expenditures. Oklevik, Gossling, Hall, Steen Jacobsen,
Grotte and McCabe (2019) investigated the relationship between activity participation and
total spending among tourists in Fjord Norway and found a positive significant (albeit weak)

relationship. In that context, activities included any type of organised tours, cultural visits and
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outdoor activity. The fjords and landscapes are in many ways the core of the Norwegian
tourism industry (Iversen, Lage, Jakobsen and Sandvik, 2015, p. 3), and it can therefore be of
interest to investigate the relationship between destinations/activities with expenditures in the
context of Fjord Norway. Particularly, is visiting nature-based destinations and engaging in

nature-based activities in Fjord Norway associated with expenditure levels?

Another variable of interest is the composition of the travel party. Since size of the travel
party has shown varying results in terms of effect on (personal) expenditures, perhaps the
composition of the travel party can contribute in explaining. However, also here there is no
general agreement in the literature. Spotts and Mahoney (1991) found that heavy spenders
were more likely to have children in their travel parties, whereas Davies and Mangan (1992,
p. 698) report a slight negative effect. One explanation for a negative relationship might be

that children are normally not income earners, as discussed by Agarwal and Yochum (1999).

The extensive literature research was used as a basis for hypotheses formulation based on
previous theory and findings. The stated hypotheses reveal predictions about the relationship
between concepts, which was tested through quantitative methods to either confirm or reject
the hypothesis. In other words, this study has a deductive approach (Snieder and Larner,

2009). The stated hypotheses are as follows:

HO: There is no relationship between the relevant factors and tourist expenditures

H1: Tourist satisfaction level is related to tourist expenditure level

H2: The number of nature-based destinations visited is positively associated with tourist

expenditure levels



13

H3: The number of nature-based activities participated in is positively associated with tourist

expenditure levels

H4: Traveling with children is negatively associated with tourist expenditure levels

The following conceptual model illustrates the hypotheses and the expected relationships.

H1: Tourist
satisfaction

H2: Nature-
based

destinations

Total tourist
expenditures

H3: Nature-
based activities

H3: Travelling
with children

Figure 2: Conceptual model

4 Methodology

This chapter introduces the research methods that were applied in this study, as well as

discussing the reliability and validity of the study.

4.1 Data
Due to tourism seasonality, the target group for the current study (i.e. tourists in Fjord
Norway) is not highly represented in Norway at the time of the year when primary data

collection would have to be conducted (February/March). Therefore, it would be very
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challenging to get a sufficient number of respondents, which is important to increase the
generalizability of the results. Hence, the best way to answer the current research questions
was to utilize data collected in 2014 through the project Tourism Yield of Norway, financed by
The Research Council of Norway. Thus, this is a secondary data research. Secondary data has
several definitions in the literature, indicating a lack of agreement of what the term really
means. One definition is that of Hewson (as cited in Smith, 2008, p. 3), which defines
secondary data as “the further analysis of an existing dataset with the aim of addressing a
research question distinct from that for which the dataset was originally collected and
generating novel interpretations and conclusions”. Further, Glass (as cited in Smith, 2008, p.
4) defines secondary data as “re-analysis of data for the purpose of answering the original
research questions with better statistical techniques or answering new research questions with
old data”. Yet a third definition is “a collection of data obtained by another researcher which
is available for re-analysis” (Sobal, as cited in Smith, 2008, p. 4). The definitions differ with
regards to whether the secondary data is used to address a new or existing research question,
and whether the data is analysed by the original researcher or a new researcher. In this thesis,

an existing dataset was used to answer new research questions by a new researcher.

Secondary data can be found from a range of sources: systematic reviews, documentary
analysis, surveys, national census, interviews etc. It enables researchers and students to get
access to enormous amounts of data that would not be possible otherwise. Furthermore, it can
secure high quality of the data as it is collected by technical expertise (Smith, 2008, p. 22).
Thus, it enables researchers to “stand on the shoulders of giants”. The original questionnaire
used in this thesis was developed by experienced researchers and therefore it is likely to be of
high quality. As a result, the risk of getting distorted responses due to a poor survey is

reduced. Additionally, using existing data provides the opportunity to compare the results
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with an identical survey that was conducted in 2010 by the same researchers. This would be
difficult if primary data was collected because the results from the two surveys would not be

directly comparable.

However, there are some disadvantages associated with using secondary data that must be
taken into consideration when choosing this research method. Since the data are often
collected for another purpose than the current, they might not be fully appropriate to answer
the current research question. Hence, adaption of the data might be necessary. In this specific
case, little adaption was needed. This will be elaborated later in the methodology section.
Moreover, the data are not completely up to date as they were collected nearly five years ago.
In some research fields, findings are likely to change over time. To address this issue, the
findings of this thesis will be compared to the findings of the identical study that was
conducted in 2010. However, the time-issue is probably of greater relevance within fields that
are rapidly developing (i.e. technology and communication) than in the field of tourist

expenditures.

4.2 Survey

The survey, in form of a questionnaire, was part of a study of international travellers’
experiences in Norway. Part of the purpose was to help the Norwegian tourism sector improve
amenities and services provided to international tourists. The survey, carried out in 2014 by
researchers at the University of Stavanger, was comprehensive and collected information
about various aspects regarding the travellers’ visit to Fjord Norway. First, basic questions
about the current trip, such as purpose of trip, size of the travel party and transportation mode
were asked. The second part of the survey was about the specific activities and destinations

visited in Fjord Norway. Part 3 was about the costs of the visit to Norway, while part 4 was
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about revisit intentions and satisfaction level with the trip. The last part collected
demographics of the respondents. The information was obtained by approaching visitors at a
popular tourist attraction (The Pulpit Rock) and asking them to fill out the questionnaire. The
questionnaire was offered in five languages in order to overcome any language barrier. The

full questionnaire is attached in appendix 10.1.

As mentioned above, some data adaption was done in order to answer the research questions.
In the survey, respondents were asked to specify who the members in their travel party was by
checking off categories. Children were divided into three categories; 0-6 years, 7-12 years and
teenagers. Since quite a small part of the sample travelled with children, these three categories
were merged together, resulting in one category for children in travel party (0-19 years old).
This is also based on an assumption that most parents travelling with children up till 19 years

of age will pay for most tourist expenditures of the child.

Furthermore, the questionnaire presented 30 different destinations and activities in Fjord
Norway and the respondents were asked to check off those destinations and activities they
planned to visit/participate in or had already visited/participated in. The activity list included
the following categories of activities; nature experiences, outdoor recreation, adventures,
cultural and urban. For the purpose of this study, the three former categories were merged
together and make up the “nature-based activities” variable. This way, the effect on
expenditures of participating in nature-based activities can be investigated. From the
destination/attraction list, only those destinations/attractions that are based on
nature/landscape were included in this study. For instance, cities such as Stavanger and
Bergen were excluded, whilst the Pulpit Rock, Jostedalsbreen and Jeren Beaches were

included.
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In the questionnaire, respondents reported expenditures in their preferred currency. In order to
be able to analyse the data, all monetary values were converted to Norwegian Kroner (NOK)
based on the exchange rate on July 20" 2014 (the summer when the survey was conducted).
In SPSS, this variable has the name CostsNOKYV for entire visit and CostsNOKF for costs so

far. Both variables are excluding pre-paid expenses, as this was specified in the questionnaire.

The data contained categorical variables such as purpose of trip, accommodation mode and
transportation mode. These were transformed into dummy variables representing the
categories. For instance, the four alternatives of trip purpose (visiting friends/family, vacation,
business and other) are given the value 1 if present and 0 if not present. To avoid
multicollinearity in regression analysis, one of the alternatives of each variable is set as
reference group and excluded from the analysis. In terms of interpretation, each of the dummy

variables will then be compared to the reference group for that variable.

The total expenditure level that the respondents reported was divided by the number of days
spent in Norway and the number of the people that the costs cover, to account for length of
stay and travel party size. Hence, the result is four dimensions of expenditures: total group
expenditures, total expenditures per person, group expenditures per day and expenditures per

person per day.

4.3 Hypotheses

Using a null hypothesis approach assumes that we want to discover a relationship. By using
this approach, the null hypothesis is directly tested, and if evidence supports it, we can
conclude that the tested relationship does not exist. On the contrary, if sufficient evidence is

found to reject the null hypothesis, we can conclude that the alternative hypotheses are a
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possibility. In other words, the null hypothesis is assumed to be true until reasonable doubt
suggests otherwise. There is reasonable doubt in the null hypothesis if the p-value is below a
certain significance level. In this study the significance level is set to 0,05. Any coefficients
with a higher p-value will not be accepted as it cannot be certain that it is not attributed to

chance (Neuman, 2014, p. 185).

The data were analysed using SPSS 25. Since the aim of this research is to investigate
relationships between variables, correlation and multiple regression are appropriate statistical
analyses. First, descriptive statistics are presented to give an overview of the achieved sample.
Then, correlation analyses are performed to identify any relationship between the different
variables and tourism expenditures. The correlation coefficient is a statistical measure that
indicates the strength and direction of association between two variables. However, it does not
say anything about the cause and effect of this association — only that the association exists
(Neuman, 2014, p. 75). Lastly, to investigate whether the variables can predict expenditures
levels, multiple regression analyses are performed. By setting tourism expenditures as
dependent variable and other factors as independent variables, the predictive power of each
variable can be assessed. A great advantage of multiple regression is its ability to adjust for
several control variables simultaneously. Without considering control variables, we do not
know if the relationship is spurious. Spuriousness occurs when two variables are associated
but not causally related because an unseen third is the real cause (Neuman, 2014, p. 191). The
regressions analyses are tested with all four dimensions of tourism expenditures as dependent
variable, to capture differences in this aspect. The results will be presented and discussed in

later chapters.
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4.4 Reliability and validity

Reliability and validity are key indicators of the quality of a measurement (Kimberlin and
Winterstein, 2008, p. 2276). Reliability refers to the ability of a measure to produce consistent
results, meaning that if measures are repeated under very similar conditions the same results
should be achieved every time. Cronbach’s Alpha is the most commonly used test to
determine the consistency of a measurement and is also used in this study. A high alpha
indicates that the different items of a construct are correlated, thus measuring the same
construct. A Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0,7 and above is usually considered acceptable in

social science research (Neuman, 2014, p. 212).

In order to assess the reliability of the satisfaction scale used in this survey, a reliability
analysis was performed for the eight satisfaction items measuring the respondent’s
satisfaction with Norway. The scale is a one-dimensional 0-10 Likert scale, for which the
analysis generated a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0,834. Thus, the satisfaction items seem to measure
the same construct and the scale is reliable. There is one item that if deleted would lead to an
increased Cronbach’s Alpha (satisfaction with economic in Norway, see appendix 10.2).

However, the increase is very small, so it was determined to keep the item in the analysis.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha Based

an

Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha [tems [ of ltems
B34 851 3

Table 1: Reliability of satisfaction scale
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Reliability is a necessary condition for validity. Validity is the extent to which an instrument
measures what it purports to measure; in other words how well the measurement accurately
corresponds to the real world (Neuman, 2014, p. 215). The validity of a measurement is based
on several types of validity, including face validity and construct validity. Face validation is a
judgment by the scientific community of whether the items are really measuring the construct
they are intended to measure. It is the degree to which an indicator makes sense as a measure
of a construct in the judgment of others (Neuman, 2014, p. 216). In the tourism expenditure
literature, the same type of satisfaction measures has been commonly applied thus securing

the face validity of this scale.

Construct validity applies to measures with multiple indicators, and concerns whether the
different indicators operate in a consistent manner. Within construct validity, we have
convergent and divergent validity - converging meaning that indicators of the same construct
operate in similar ways (because they measure the same thing), while divergent validity
means that indicators of different constructs do not operate in similar ways (Neuman, 2014, p.
217). A commonly used technique to evaluate construct validity is factor analysis. In the case
of this study, an existing instrument is used and therefore the validity is covered by previous

research and was not the focus of attention for this thesis.

When doing research, we want findings that can be related to real-world situations. External
validity is “the ability to generalize findings beyond a specific study”. If a study is not
externally valid, it cannot be directly related to real life or generalized to the entire population
that the sample represents (Neuman, 2014, p. 306). Due to a potentially large number of
respondents, quantitative studies often have a high external validity. In this specific study, it is

likely that the results can be somewhat generalized to the population of tourists in Fjord
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Norway. Nonetheless, the study is based on only 566 respondents which is a small share of all
tourists in Fjord Norway. Besides, the results might not be valid for tourists in other areas and
other contexts than Fjord Norway. For example, it is likely that tourists visiting large cities

have different purchase behaviour than tourists in nature-based areas. One should therefore be

careful in generalizing the findings from this study to other contexts.

4.5 Data cleaning

Initially, to check for any errors in the dataset, frequency descriptives were performed on all
variables. Some errors were identified: values that did not fall inside the range of possible
values for certain variables. This may distort any statistical analyses that will be performed.
For instance, the overall satisfaction scale ranges from 0-10. However, some cases had a value
of 55 and 66. These were corrected by assuming the likely scenario of a typing error and that
the values were supposed to be 5 and 6 respectively. Furthermore, the satisfaction scale for
the specific activities and destinations also ranges from 0-10. Most of the respondents only
participated in a few of these and are not able to give a satisfaction score for activities or
destinations they have not (yet) participated in or visited. However, in the SPSS file - instead
of missing values — initially these were given a value of zero. Consequently, the mean for
satisfaction was dramatically lower than the true mean. In order to correct this and to not
distort the statistical analyses, the value of zero was recoded into ‘system-missing’. After
correcting the errors, frequency descriptives were re-run to double-check. Again, some errors
were identified, and the process was repeated. The third time, no out-of-range values or other

errors were identified.



22

4.6 Descriptive statistics

This section provides a description of the achieved sample. The sample consists of 566
respondents, out of which 53 % stated Germany as their country of residence. Norwegians
represent the second largest nationality with 10 %. The remaining respondents came from
countries all around the world. The mean age of the sample is 37 years (SD=13,6). The
youngest respondent was 5 and the oldest 76 years old. The average number of days to be
spent in Norway during the trip is 10 days (SD=12), and some respondents reported staying in
Norway for up to 150 days. Very likely, these respondents are exchange students or
employees that work in Norway for a short time period. These also belong to the definition of
tourists, according to the two definitions presented in the introduction chapter. The average
number of days spent in Fjord Norway is six, again with a large standard deviation (5,9) and a
maximum of 60 days. Regarding travel party size, five respondents reported party sizes of
2000-2500 people, thus distorting the general picture for this variable with a mean of 24
people. By looking at frequencies, however, it is revealed that more than half of the tourists,
specifically 54 %, travelled in parties of two people. In fact, travel parties of 1,2,3 or 4 people
make up 90 % of the sample. Only 20 % (115 respondents) were travelling with children.
Another interesting observation is that the overall satisfaction level among respondents is
generally very high, and slightly higher for Fjord Norway (mean 9 - SD 1,2) than for Norway

(mean 8,6 — SD 1,3).

The average number of nature-based activities participated in is 4,5 (SD 3,3) with a minimum
of 0 and a maximum of 21. The average number of nature-based destinations visited is 3 (SD
2,5) with minimum 0 and maximum 17. In comparison, the average number of cultural and

urban activities (merged together as one) is 2,4 with a minimum of 0 and maximum of 11.
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This indicates that amongst the tourist in Fjord Norway, nature-based activities are more

popular.

The average expenditure levels of the sample are presented in a table to make it easier to

grasp (for each of the four dimensions of expenditures).

Descriptive Statistics

M Minimum  Magimum Mean Stdl. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic  Std. Error  Statistic St Error
CostsMOKY 333 150,00 15948000 165341481 2011320458 3,060 134 13,707 266
CostsPerPerson 384 30,00 14000000  7150,0457 1051466671 f,740 125 72,433 248
CostsPerDay 330 2419 1329000 19141120 2369,70599 2,483 134 £,659 268
CostsPersonDay 3286 10,42 £890,00 B39,3244 1022,92770 2,916 135 10,693 269
Valid M (listwise) 325

Table 2: Average expenditure levels for the four dimensions of expenditures

In the field of social science, a perfectly normal distribution is very rare. In this study, the
descriptive statistics revealed that several of the variables are highly skewed. Also, kurtosis is
outside the acceptable range of -3 to 3 (Hair et. al., as cited in Munir and Rahman, 2016, p.
492). Having a distribution close to normal is an assumption of a number of statistical tests
(Pallant, 2011). Therefore, logarithmic transformation was conducted in order to transform
the skewed data to approximately take a normal distribution. Such a transformation can also
deal with the heteroscedasticity problem because it captures proportionate rather than absolute
differences (Downward and Lumsdon, 2004, p. 419). After the log transformation, skewness

and kurtosis were inside the acceptable range, as shown in the below table.
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M Minimum  Maximum Mean Stil. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic  Std. Error  Sfatistic  Std. Error
CostsMOKV_In 333 5,01 11,98 9.0714 1,26083 -,558 134 249 266
CostsPerPerson_In 384 3,40 11,85 81748 1,33097 -633 125 12 248
CostsPerDay_In 330 319 9,49 6,9562 1,14914 -, 262 134 259 268
CostsPersonDay_In 326 2,34 8,54 6,1549 1,16065 -523 135 690 269
Valid N (listwise) 325

Table 3: Skewness and kurtosis of log transformed expenditures

The histogram below illustrates that total expenditures is close to a normal distribution after

the log transformation.

Figure 3: Histogram: Distribution of log transformed total expenditures

The total number of days in Norway variable (DAYST) was initially highly positively

Frequency

Histogram

CostsNOKV_In

skewed, with a cluster of low scores among respondents. After log transformation, however,

skewness and kurtosis reached acceptable levels as shown below.
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Descriptive Statistics

I+ Minimum  Maximum Mean Stal. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic St Error - Statistic Stal. Errar
DAYST 551 1 150 10,07 12,473 7,864 104 78,573 208
Log of DAYST 551 oo 5M 1,974949 81852 -, 345 104 ,B66 208

Walid M (listwise) 551

Table 4: Skewness and kurtosis of log transformed length of stay

The log transformation was successful for the expenditures and LOS variables and was
applied to all variables with unacceptable skewness and/or kurtosis. However, many variables
still had a lack of normality after the transformation. This was the case for travel party size,
which improved somewhat in terms of skewness and kurtosis yet did not reach acceptable
levels. Therefore, to further investigate the distribution of the data, an assessment of normality
was conducted. For GROUPN (travel party size), the 5 % trimmed mean was considerably
lower than the original mean (2,7 vs. 23,5), suggesting that this variable should be further
analysed. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic showed a significance level of ,000, indicating a

non-normal distribution of the scores on this variable.

Descriptives
Statistic Stad. Error
GROUFM  Mean 23,54 5174
5% Trimmed Mean 2,73
Minimum 1
Maximum 2500
Skewness 10,628 04
Kurtosis 110,337 208

Table 5: Normality assessment
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Lastly, a boxplot of GROUPN revealed several outliers - values that are completely out of
sync with the others. Five of the outliers are extreme points, with values ranging from 115 —

2500. The outliers are illustrated in the boxplot below.

2500 *

497
2000 *
102

1500
1000

500

236
£
1457135
A48

P

o K3

HOW MANY ARE TRAVELING ON THIS TRIFP

Figure 4: Outliers on travel party size

One possible explanation for outliers is typing errors while entering the data. However, when
looking at how this question was formulated in the questionnaire, it is conceivable that some
respondents have misinterpreted and written the total number of people on the cruise-ship, for
instance (e.g., 2500). The GROUPN value of 115 could be an organization travelling together
(e.g., work). In either case, this information is irrelevant for each respondents’ expenditures
(especially since the expenditures are excluding pre-paid expenses). Being a part of a cruise-
ship with 2500 people probably does not affect each person’s spending level at the destination
(travelling with cruise-ship might, but not the number of people on the cruise-ship).
Therefore, it made sense to remove the extreme values from the dataset, to avoid distortion of
subsequent analyses. The same pattern was found for the CostsCover variable, for which
outliers are also removed. (An explanation of this variable will be provided in the analysis

section.) As a result, the variables are normally distributed, as shown in the tables below.
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Descriptives

Statistic Std. Error

Log of Grouph without Mean 9408 01882
putliers 5% Trimmed Mean 0357
Minimum oo
Maximum 3,00
Skewness SHB6 04
Kurtosis 1,075 2049

Table 6: Normal distribution of travel party size

Descriptives

Statistic Std. Error

Log of CostsCover Mean ,3625 L00aag
without outliers 5% Trimmed Mean 3559
Minimum o0
Maximum 1,48
Skewness 628 15
Kurtosis 2,137 230

Table 7: Normal distribution of «CostsCover»

A boxplot also revealed four outliers for the DAYST _In variable, meaning that it was not
normally distributed after the log transformation. The outliers range from 107-150 days.

As explained earlier, these are likely to be exchange students or foreign employees that work
in Norway. Although they go under the definition of tourists, it is reasonable to believe that
they have different expenditure behaviour than someone who visits solely for vacation/work
purposes for a shorter period. Therefore, the removal of outliers can be justified also for this

variable, and the result was a normally distributed variable.

Tabachnick and Fidell (2007, p. 123) suggest a formula for sample size calculation based on

the number of independent variables: N > 50 + 8v, where v is the number of independent
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variables. The regression analyses carried out in this thesis have a maximum of 19
independent variables, leading to a minimum N of 202 according to that formula. Hence, the

achieved sample is sufficiently large enough - even after removing outliers.

5 Results and analysis

In this chapter, results from the data analyses will be presented. The first part of the chapter
will compare the findings with the findings of the study from 2010, to validate or reject
previous findings. The second part will focus on the four hypotheses of this thesis. Significant

correlations are marked with ** and * for significance levels of 0,01 and 0,05 respectively.

5.1 Comparison

In the 2010 study, nine main factors were analysed concerning their effect on tourism
expenditures: Length of stay, travel party size, age, gender, income level, education level, trip
purpose, transportation mode to Norway and type of accommodation. The current analysis
gives the same results for seven of these variables, thus validating previous research to a
large degree. Yet, for two of the variables, different findings are made. This gives an
indication that these variables might need more research before conclusions can be drawn.
First, Pearson correlation analyses will establish relationships between the variables and
expenditures. Then, regression analysis will determine whether each variable can predict
expenditures when keeping everything else constant. For this purpose, the log transformed

variables without outliers are applied.

5.1.1 Correlation Analysis
Length of stay (LOS) was measured in several ways in the questionnaire: the total

number of days that will be spent in Norway during the trip, the number of days spent in
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Norway so far, and the number of days spent in different regions of the country, for
instance Fjord Norway. Correlation analysis revealed a moderate, positive relationship
(,432**) between total number of days in Norway (DAYST) and total expenditures for
visit (CostsNOKYV). The same relationship is found when looking at expenditures per
person (,438**). In other words, the longer the tourists stay in Norway, the higher the
total expenditures. On the other hand, expenditures per day and per person per day turn
out to be negatively associated with DAYST with correlation coefficients of respectively
-,190** and -,188**. This indicates that expenditures do not increase proportionally with

LOS. The results are shown in the tables below.

Correlations

C_DAYST_In CostsMOKV_|  CostsPerPer  CostsFerDay — CostsPerson
Mo outliers n son_in _In Day_In

C_DAYST In Mo outliers  Pearson Gorrelation 1 43 438" -100" -188"
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 0o 001 001
N 647 328 7 328 324

Table 8: LOS correlated with expenditures

The survey also measured the number of days spent in Norway so far (DAYS) and
expenditures so far (CostsNOKF). Correlating these two variables reveals a non-existing and
non-significant relationship between the two variables (see appendix 10.3). Another
interesting aspect in the context of this study is to investigate whether and how the number of
days spent in the region of Fjord Norway (DAYFN) is associated with expenditures. Similar
relationship as for DAYST were found for total expenditures. Interestingly, however, no

significant relationship was found for expenditures on a per day basis, as observed below.
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DAYFM_In CostsMOKY_|  CostsPerPer  CostsPerDay  CostsPerson
Log of DAYFM n son_in _In Day_In
DAYFN_In Log of DAYFN  Pearson Carrelation 1 3407 302" 014 018
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 812 758
N 498 31 357 308 304

Table 9: LOS in Fjord Norway correlated with expenditures

Based on previous research, travel party size (GroupN) is expected to be related to tourism

expenditures. In this study, TPS is analysed in two ways based on two different

measurements. First, the number of persons in the respondents’ travel parties (log of GroupN

without outliers) is correlated against expenditures. Second, the questionnaire also included a

question about how many people the reported expenditures cover (CostsCover). This is a

more direct measure of how many people the reported costs actually cover and is used as an

additional measure of TPS. Travel party size and CostsCover are, as expected, strongly

correlated with a coefficient of 0,707**. This verifies that the two variables measure similar

concepts.
Correlations
C_Groupk_In
Mo outliers,
C_CostsCove log
r_In Mo transformatio
outliers n of Groupk
C_CostsCover_In Mo Pearson Correlation 1 ,TDT“
outliers ; ;
Sig. (2-tailed) ,ooo
I 449 442

Table 10: Correlation of TPS and CostsCover

Travel party size (GroupN) is positively, albeit weakly, associated with total expenditures and

with expenditures per day, and slightly negatively associated with expenditures per person.

Expenditures per person per day is not significant.
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C_Grouph_In
Mo outliers,
log
transformatio CostsMOKY_|  CostsPerPer  CostsPerDay  CostsPerson
nof Grouphl n son_In _In Day_In
C_GroupN_In Ho Pearson Correlation 1 1437 - 116 a1 -104
outliers, log ; -
fransformation of Grouph~_ S10- (2-tailed) 009 023 000 060
I 545 N Kyl 328 326

Table 11: TPS correlated with expenditures

CostsCover, on the other hand, is significantly related to all expenditure measures. It enters

positively for total expenditures and expenditures per day, and negatively for the per person

expenditures. This suggests that the more people that travel together, the lower the personal

expenditures.

Correlations

C_CostsCove

r_In Mo CostsMOKN_|  CostsPerPer | CostsPerDay  CostsPerson
outliers n son_ln _In Day_In
C_CostsCover_In Mo Pearson Correlation 1 185" 107 peg” -2307
outliers ) )
Sig. (2-tailed) 003 000 000 000
I 449 328 382 326 326

Table 12: CostsCover correlated with expenditures

Furthermore, correlation analysis shows positive and significant associations between income

level, education level and age and tourism expenditures, although the correlations are weak.

On the contrary, a weak, negative relationship of gender (female dummy) is identified, but

only for total expenditures.
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CostshOkY_I CostsPerFer CostsPerDay CostsPerson
n son_In _In Day_In

CostsNOKY_In Pearson Correlation 1 5247 7817 713"

Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 000

M 333 328 330 326

CostsPerPerson_In Pearson Correlation 924 1 07" T

Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 000

I 328 384 325 325

CostsPerDay_In Fearson Correlation ,?91x ,?DT“ 1 ,9[]8"x

Sig. (2-tailed) ooo 000 000

I 330 325 330 326

CostsPersonDay_In Pearson Correlation ,?13“ ,?Q?“ ,908“ 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 000

M 326 325 326 326

INC_In Log of INC Pearson Correlation 180" A28 79" 1607

Sig. (2-tailed) 00 014 0o 004

I 326 374 323 319

AGE AGE Pearson Correlation 172" 084 221" 60"

Sig. (2-tailed) 002 067 000 004

I 33 381 328 324

EDU LEVEL OF Pearson Correlation 185" 1617 123 142"

EDUCATION Sig. (2-tailed) 000 002 026 011

I 330 379 327 323

GEM GEMNDER Pearson Correlation -1 23" - 056 -,081 -,033

Sig. (2-tailed) 025 275 142 JBAa2

I 33 33 328 324

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 13: Demographic and socioeconomic variables correlated with expenditures

Regarding purpose of visit, correlation analysis suggests that visiting friends/family and
‘other purposes’ are associated with lower expenditures for travel party (-0,116* and -0,143**
respectively), while vacation/leisure is positively associated with total expenditures (,203**).

Business/work is only significantly related to expenditures per person per day (-0,111%).

Coming to Norway by airplane is positively and significantly related to expenditures per
person, whereas entering with cruise-ship is negatively and significantly related to
expenditures per person. Entering by vehicle (bus, train or car) is negatively and only

significantly associated with expenditures per person per day.
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Regarding accommodation, the respondents could choose among six types, including one
‘other’ category. In this study, it is assumed that ‘other’ equals cruise-ship as some
respondents had written this as a side note on the questionnaire. Hotel and motel are merged
together as one, the same is cabin and campgrounds. The observed pattern here is that
hotel/motel and cabin/camping are positively and significantly associated with total and
personal expenditures, while friends/family and other (cruise-ship) is negatively and

significantly associated with expenditures.

5.1.2 Regression analysis

In the previous section, it was revealed that all variables seem to be related to tourist
expenditures in some way. Then, to investigate whether the variables can be seen as
predictors of expenditures, linear multiple regression was performed. Block wise regression
was applied and the independent variables were entered in two groups in order to see how the
explanatory power of the model changed accordingly. The demographic and socioeconomic
variables were included in block one, while the trip-related variables were added in block two.
Four different regression models were performed with the four measurements of expenditures

as dependent variables. For each of these, the adjusted R square are as follows for block one

and two:
Model (dependent variable) Adjusted R?, block 1 Adjusted R?, block 2
1. Total expenditures 0,258 0,314
2. Total expenditures per person 0,215 0,268
3. Group expenditures per day 0,136 0,218
4. Expenditures per person per day 0,097 0,177

Table 14: Explanatory power of the regression models
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As can be observed from table 14, there is an increase in the explanatory power from block
one to block two for all four models. This means that the additional variables (trip-related)
contribute in explaining the variation in the dependent variable. The models have explanatory
power ranging from 18 % - 31%, meaning that the independent variables included in the
models explain a good part of the variation in expenditures. It can also be observed that the
first model predicts the dependent variable better than the second, and so on. In this thesis the
adjusted R? will be referred to because it takes the number of predictors in the model into
account (Harel, 2009). By inspecting the standardized beta coefficient, the relative effect of

each independent variable on the dependent variable can be assessed.

Length of stay (DAYST) is statistically significant in all four regression models and is also
the strongest predictor of expenditures in all models. When the dependent and independent
variables are both log transformed, the estimated beta coefficients are interpreted as
elasticities. LOS enters positively in total and personal expenditures for entire visit with
coefficients of ,418 and ,423 respectively. This indicates an inelastic relationship between
expenditures and length of stay, meaning that expenditures increase less than proportionally
with LOS. This is consistent with the findings in the 2010 study (and many other studies),
although the estimates are somewhat lower in this study. Furthermore, the LOS effect on
expenditures turns out negative when measured on a per day basis. For CostsPerDay the
coefficient is -,211 and for CostsPersonDay it is -,223. Again, this suggests that expenditures

increase less than proportionally with LOS, ceteris paribus.

Travel party size (GroupN) is also statistically significant in all models and also has an
inelastic relationship with expenditures. It appears to be a positive predictor of travel group

expenditures (ranging from ,151 to ,177) and a negative predictor of personal expenditures
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(ranging from -,109 to -,120). Hence, in the same manner as with LOS, total expenditures
increase with number of people in the travel party, but less than proportionally. Again,

previous findings are validated.

Income level is positive and significant in three of the four models (insignificant when
dependent variable is costs per day), although with very weak beta coefficients. The results
from 2010 are validated with higher statistical significance in this study. Gender is non-
significant in all models, thus cannot be seen as a predictor of expenditures. Again, previous
findings are confirmed. Age is significant in three of the models, indicating a weak, positive
effect on expenditures (,143 for total expenditures). Age has a stronger effect in this study
compared to the 2010 study. Education level is significant only for the per-day expenditures,

with very weak, positive coefficients.

Regarding accommodation, it is revealed that tourists staying in hotels or motels have
statistically significantly higher expenditure than those staying in cruise ships (the reference
group). This pattern is found in all four regression models. Staying with friends and family
have a negative coefficient in all models, indicating that they spend less than the reference
group of cruise tourists. The friends/family category is not significant in this study.
Furthermore, tourists who stated work/business as their trip purpose have statistically lower
expenditures than the reference group of vacation/leisure travellers in all models. For mode of
transportation into Norway the regression analysis indicates that entering by vehicle (bus,
train, car) implies slightly lower expenditures than entering by cruise ship (reference group),
however it is insignificant. This finding, although insignificant, is different from the findings

in the 2010 study.



Below are the regressions results for model 1, where dependent variable is total group

expenditures. The other three models can be found in appendix 10.4.

Coefficients”

Standardized

Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 6,138 349 17,575 ,oon
C_DAYST_In No outliers 673 078 418 8,548 000
C_GroupM_In Mo 432 138 R 3127 .00z
outliers, log
transformation of Grouph
IME_In Log of INC 382 182 108 21 036
Female GENDER -152 122 - 0B0 41,243 215
AGE AGE 013 005 143 2,860 005
EDU LEVEL OF 094 050 092 1,865 063
EDUCATION

2 (Constant) 6,433 3580 18,304 ,oon
C_DAYST_In Mo outliers 697 085 433 8,249 ,aoo
C_GroupM_In Mo 465 135 163 3,483 001
outliers, log
transformation of Grouph
IME_In Log of INC 174 180 048 969 333
Female GENDER -140 118 -,085 -1,185 237
AGE AGE 012 005 126 2,581 010
EDU LEVEL OF 093 &2 092 1,805 072
EDUCATION
Airplane1 -0 230 -023 -,351 725
Wehichle1 Land, ferry and -.300 76 -118 -1,703 0aq
bus
Friendsfamily1 -504 el -.098 -1,674 095
BusinessWorkl -,809 345 - 110 -2,343 020
Otherpurposed 168 338 oz27 a6 B20
HotelAndMaotel BT 188 222 4,086 ,oon
CabinAndCamping1 068 173 025 386 6az
AccoFriends1 Friends -,234 260 - 086 -,803 367

accomodation

a. Dependent Variable: CostsMOKY_In

Table 15: Regression model 1

5.2 Hypothesis testing

Section 6.1 investigated factors that was also investigated in the study from 2010 and
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validated the effect on expenditures for seven of nine of these factors. In this section, the four

hypotheses presented earlier will be tested.
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5.2.1 Hypothesis 1: Satisfaction

The questionnaire measured three different aspects of tourist satisfaction. First, the overall
satisfaction with Norway in general and Fjord Norway in particular was measured. Second,
satisfaction with eight specific factors was measured (natural environment, culture, society,
people, hospitality, urbanization, access and economic). Lastly, satisfaction with each of the
specific activities and destinations that the respondent visited was measured. Hence, the
relationship between tourist satisfaction level and tourist expenditure level can be investigated
from these three perspectives. Initially, correlation analysis was performed and revealed that
overall satisfaction with Norway as well as Fjord Norway is negatively related with
expenditures. However, the correlation coefficients are very weak and only marginally
significant. It is only significant for the per person and per person per day measures, as shown

in table 16 below.

Correlations

Satn_In
Satisfaction CostshOKY_| CostsPerPer CostsPerDay CostsPerson
Marway LM SatFh_In n son_In _In Day_In
Satn_In Satisfaction Pearson Correlation 1 ,842“ - 069 =11 2" -,089 =11 g5
MNorway LM ) .
Sig. (2-tailed) Jooo 210 028 108 034
il 547 546 331 382 328 324
SatFN_in Pearson Correlation 842" 1 -105 -118 -1317 -130
Sig. (2-tailed) i i] 0587 020 017 018
M 546 555 333 384 330 326

Table 16: Overall satisfaction correlated with expenditures

Of the eight factors that was measured in the questionnaire, only satisfaction with access and
satisfaction with economic turned out to be significantly correlated with expenditures. Again,
the relationship is slightly negative, suggesting that the higher the satisfaction with these
factors the lower the total and personal expenditures. See appendix number 10.5. Satisfaction
with the specific activities turned out to have no significant correlation with expenditures in

this study.
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Multiple regression with the satisfaction measures was performed with the demographic
variables, LOS and TPS as control variables. This gave quite a high adjusted R? of 0,274 for
total expenditures. Yet, none of the estimated coefficients for satisfaction were significant. A
possible explanation for this outcome may be the presence of multicollinearity among the
eight satisfaction factors. According to Vatcheva, Lee, McCormick and Rahbar (2016),
multicollinearity arises when two or more highly correlated predictors are assessed
simultaneously in a regression model. This leads to unstable p-values and challenges in
interpreting the relative importance of the predictors. However, collinearity diagnostics was
performed and revealed no variance inflation factors above the common cut off point of 5 for
any of the variables (Craney and Surles, 2002). Based on this, multicollinearity is not a

problem in this regression model.

Although none of the satisfaction variables turned out significant on total expenditures, a few

significant estimates were found for personal and daily expenditures. These are shown in table

17 below.
Independent variable Dependent variable Beta p-value
coefficient

Satisfaction with Fjord Group expenditures per day -0,198 0,039
Norway (log transformed)

Satisfaction with culture Expenditures per person 0,157 0,016
Satisfaction with culture Group expenditures per day 0,147 0,041
Satisfaction with people Group expenditures per day -0,206 0,023
Satisfaction with people Expenditures per person per day -0,212 0,024

Table 178: Significant estimates for satisfaction on expenditures
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If all variables were significant in all models, we would have 40 significant estimates (10
variables * 4 models). However, only five turn out significant (and the estimates are weak),
indicating that satisfaction seems to predict expenditures to a very small extent in this study.
As can be observed, overall satisfaction with Fjord Norway is only significant in one of the
four regression models, and the estimate is negative. In other words, the more satisfied the
tourist is, the lower daily expenditures he/she has. Moreover, satisfaction with people also
turns out as a negative predictor of per day expenditures, whereas satisfaction with culture has

a positive and significant effect on personal expenditures.

In summary, tourist satisfaction showed ambiguous results over the different aspects of
satisfaction. Although most of the satisfaction estimates were insignificant, the few significant
estimates indicate that satisfaction level does predict expenditures to some extent. Hypothesis

1 can there be accepted.

5.2.2 Hypothesis 2: Number of nature-based destinations

In this study, nature-based destinations include, among others: The Pulpit Rock, The
Lysefjord, Hardanger, Sognefjord, Geirangerfjord etc. Correlation analysis reveals that
visiting a higher number of such destinations is positively and significantly correlated with

total expenditures for travel party and per person.

Correlations

MatureActivity
MatureBased  Mature+Qutdo  CostshWOKV_|  CostsPerPer  CostsPerDay  CostsPerson
Dest or+Adventure n san_In _In Day_In
NatureBasedDest Pearson Correlation 1 381" 222" 20 107 007
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000 oo 052 080
M A66 i 333 304 330 326

Table 18: Number of nature-based destinations correlated with expenditures
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Adding the number of nature-based destinations to the regression model reveals positive and

significant effects on all four dimensions of expenditures, as shown in the table below.

Independent variable Dependent variable Beta coefficient | p-value
Total expenditures 0,147 0,006
Number of nature-based _
Expenditures per person 0,116 0,026
destinations visited
Group expenditures per day 0,147 0,011
Expenditures per person per day 0,128 0,033

Table 19: Estimates of number of nature-based destinations on expenditures

This result gives an indication that tourists who visit a higher number of nature-based
destinations tend to have a higher spending level than those who visit none or few such

destinations (although the estimates are weak). Hypothesis two is accepted.

5.2.3 Hypothesis 3: Number of nature-based activities

On the contrary, the number of nature-based activities engaged in appear to have an
insignificant relationship with expenditures. Nature-based activities include, for instance,
nature walks, mountain hiking, fjord cruises, cycling, surfing, climbing, wilderness safari and
rafting. This variable did not enter significantly in any of the correlation or regression models

and hypothesis number three can therefore not be accepted.

5.2.4 Hypothesis 4: Children in travel party
In the current sample, no significant relationship was found between the presence of children

in travel party and expenditures. Including the children variable in the regression model



41

produced an increased adjusted R?, but the estimated coefficient for children is insignificant.
Thus, we cannot accept hypothesis four of a negative effect of children in travel party on
expenditures. For estimates on nature-based activities and children, see the complete regression

outputs for each of the dependent variables in appendix 10.6.

The conceptual model that was developed based on the literature review in this thesis is shown
below, this time including the significant estimates (if any) for each variable. It clearly
illustrates that H1 and H2 can be accepted, whereas H3 and H4 cannot be accepted based on

the results from this study.

. -0,198
Hl.: TOLIF]St p=0,039
satisfaction
H2: Nature- gf()? 006
based ’
destinations
Total tourist
0,059 expenditures
p=0271
H3: Nature-
based activities
-0,031
p=0.580

H3: Travelling
with children

Figure 5: Conceptual model
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6 Discussion

In line with the identical survey from 2010, the analysis in this thesis revealed inelastic
relationships between length of stay and tourist expenditures and between travel party size
and tourist expenditures. This means that tourist expenditures tend to increase the longer the
tourists stay and the more people that travel together - but less than proportionally. In
practical terms, this implies that very long durations of stay are perhaps not beneficial for
tourism managers. In the case of a vacant hotel room, bringing in new tourists with a higher
spending per day might be more profitable than other tourists prolonging their stay. In other
words, this means increasing the number of tourist arrivals. However, for hotels this requires a
higher presence of personnel to encounter guests and maintain cleanliness, which increases
costs. Hence, there is a trade-off in this aspect. The same inelastic relationship was found for
travel party size. The more people that travel together as a group, the higher the total
expenditures but lower personal expenditures. As discussed by Engstrom and Kipperberg

(2015), this phenomenon can be explained by scale economies generated by larger groups.

Regarding the demographic and socioeconomic factors investigated in this thesis (income
level, age, gender and education level), essentially the same results as in the 2010 study was
found. In comparison, the present study generated higher statistical significance for the
positive income level effect on expenditures. Respondents with higher income tend to have
higher expenditures levels at destination. However, with the very weak beta coefficient
(0,206) the practical significance of this variable can be discussed. Furthermore, this study
suggested a somewhat stronger relationship between age and expenditures (although still a
weak estimate of 0,143), indicating that older tourists tend to spend more than younger.
Education level was only significant in the per-day regression, and comparison with the

previous study is therefore not very informative since that study did not incorporate a per-day
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measure of expenditures. But the general result is that education level does not significantly

affect tourism expenditures.

Regarding trip related characteristics, a few different findings were made in this study
compared to the previous. It was revealed that those who stated work/business as the purpose
of their trip spend less at the destination than those that travel for vacation/leisure. This was
revealed in three of the four regression models. Notably, the estimated coefficients are very
weak meaning that the practical significance is disputable. It can be speculated that people
travelling for work/business purposes report lower expenditures because they do not pay for
all the expenditures themselves. Very often, the employer pays for much of the costs of
business travellers, such as accommodation, transportation and food. Consequently, these
respondents might report lower expenditures because they only report what they pay for
themselves. At the same time, it might be the case that business travellers have less time to
engage in tourism activities, because they are busy with work related activities. In this case,

they might actually spend less money than other tourists.

Concerning accommodation mode, it was found that hotel and motel guests have higher
expenditures than the reference category of cruise tourists. This is consistent with previous
findings in the literature, and according to Larsen and Wolff (2016), part of the reason for this
is that cruise tourists are on an all-inclusive program and therefore do not need to purchase
from the local shops and restaurants where they visit. They often come mainly to see, rarely
engage in activities and some do not even go ashore. Additionally, they usually have very
short durations of stay. This is also the case in the current study, with a significant correlation
coefficient of -,219 between length of stay and cruise as accommodation mode (see appendix

10.7).
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Noteworthy, another factor might also induce the observed difference in expenditures based
on accommodation mode and should be considered: Assuming cruise tourists always pay for
the cruise trip in advance, while hotel/motel guests more often pay at the destination, this
generates a difference in the reported expenditures (since the questionnaire specifically asked
for at-destination expenditures). To account for this, expenditures excluding accommodation
should be investigated in future research. Moreover, calculations of the amount of money that
is actually assigned to the local society from cruise accommodation as opposed to other

modes of accommodation is also relevant in this context.

Although insignificant, the trend that entering Norway by vehicle is associated with lower
expenditures than entering by cruise-ship is quite surprising and in contrast with most
previous findings, including that from the 2010 study. However, this was only for
transportation mode and not accommodation, meaning that some tourists might enter by

cruise-ship and then stay at other modes of accommodation in Norway.

The different aspects of tourist satisfaction that was analysed in this study gave somewhat
ambiguous results. Hence, an overall conclusion is difficult to make regarding this variable’s
ability to predict expenditures. Most estimates were insignificant, and among the few
significant estimates both positive and negative signs were observed. For example, overall
satisfaction with Fjord Norway and satisfaction with people in Norway surprisingly turned out
to be negative predictors of per day expenditures, while satisfaction with culture in Norway
tend to be a positive predictor of expenditures. The negative relationship between satisfaction
and expenditures contrasts with most previous studies, as described in the literature review.
According to the findings of this thesis, tourists that are more satisfied with their experience

in Fjord Norway spend less money here. One possible explanation could be that tourists
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perceive that they get value for money, so even if they spend little, they are happy with their
experience. Many tourists perceive Norway as a high cost country and have a restricted
holiday budget but are apparently still satisfied. On the other hand, on a per person and per
day basis, satisfaction with culture was positively and significantly linked to expenditures.
Culture might include museums and other commercial activities, which may imply more

expenditures.

As described earlier in this thesis, the existing literature has shown varying results in terms of
satisfaction effect, but positive estimates are more common. Interestingly, this study revealed
a mixture of positive and negative estimates. This suggests that a deeper investigation of the
different aspects of satisfaction might be necessary. Moreover, perhaps more precise (or
other) measurements of satisfaction are required to examine its effect. Tourists’ overall
satisfaction with the trip is high in this study, but it does not seem to predict expenditure in a
clear manner. The context of this specific study might explain the results: Tourism in Fjord
Norway is to a large degree concentrated on nature and landscapes, involving many non-
commercial activities that can be enjoyed free of charge or at a low cost, such as hiking,
cycling, surfing, fishing and the like. Therefore, assuming that many of the tourists engage in
such activities, higher satisfaction will not necessarily impose higher spending in this case.
One implication of this is that tourism managers could charge higher prices. However, this
might lead to lower satisfaction, which in the long run might lead to fewer customers. Thus, a

trade-off needs to be considered here.

Another interesting aspect to consider in relation to satisfaction is whether a higher level of
satisfaction is associated with revisit intensions. Although this is not directly related to

expenditures at destination, it gives an indication of future tourism expenditures. In the
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questionnaire, revisit intentions were measured on 5-point scales ranging from very unlikely
(0) to very likely (4) - one for Norway and one for Fjord Norway. As the correlation table
below shows, even highly satisfied tourists are not significantly correlated with revisit
intentions to Norway within the next 1-3 years. As mentioned above, Norway is perceived by
many as a high cost country, thus revisiting might be too expensive. Yet for satisfaction with
Fjord Norway, a very weak positive relationship is found, indicating that the more satisfied
they are with their experience in Fjord Norway, the more likely they are to visit another time.
One important difference to note between the two questions in the questionnaire, is that for
Norway it explicitly stated within 1-3 years, whereas for Fjord Norway it only said sometime

in the future. Accordingly, respondents may answer differently.

Correlations

SATFI
SATN SATISFACTIO  LIKEWHOW  LIKEFM HOW
SATISFACTIO M WITH LIKELY TO LIKELY TO
MWITH FJORD VISIT VISIT FJORD
MORWAY MORWAY NORWAY NORWAY
SATN SATISFACTION Pearson Correlation 1 808" 077 037
WITH NORWAY : :
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 078 397
M 548 547 574 576
SATFI SATISFACTION Pearson Gorrelation a0s” 1 127 095
WITH FJORD NORWAY : _
Sig. (2-tailed) 000 009 029
M 547 556 532 534

Table 20: Satisfaction and revisit intensions

One interesting result from this study is that tourists generally seem to be more highly
satisfied with their experience in Fjord Norway compared to Norway, and satisfaction with
Fjord Norway also predicts expenditures to a better degree than does satisfaction with

Norway.

This study investigated whether satisfaction predicts expenditures. However, endogeneity in

the form of reverse causality may be a possibility as well: the level of expenditures may also
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affect satisfaction. In other words, the two variables may be jointly determined rather than a
one-way effect. Spending more enables participating in more activities, visiting more places,
eat better etc, which might affect satisfaction. If endogeneity is present in the regression
model, then the estimated coefficients will be biased. This issue can be addressed in future

research.

The findings of this study regarding tourist satisfaction does not support most previous
findings of a positive relationship. This study only shows a few significant estimates for
tourist satisfaction to predict expenditures, and they are mainly negative. As the discussion
has revealed, tourist satisfaction seems to be a very complex construct and accordingly its
effect on expenditures is ambiguous. It may be a good idea for future research to employ
qualitative research methods in order to achieve deeper knowledge about this construct (as is
often suggested for psychological constructs). In other words, my learning from this research
is that by using a questionnaire | only gain surface knowledge on this variable and its

complexity may require more in-depth knowledge.

Moving on, the results revealed that tourists visiting a higher number of nature-based
destinations (such as Lysefjord, Geirangerfjord etc.) have higher expenditures. As described
in the literature review, Leones et. al (1998) also found a similar pattern for nature tourists,
but only for total expenditures. In this study, this relationship was found for group and
personal expenditures, both on a daily basis and for entire visit. Length of stay is likely to
influence the number of nature-based destinations visited and could therefore be a
confounding variable in this relationship. However, as the effect was significant also for per-
day expenditures, this is accounted for. The results are in line with the suggestions of Leones

et. al (1998) that it may be beneficial for tourism managers to encourage tourists to visit



48

multiple sites. Intuitively, visiting multiple sites is likely to increase transportation costs and
thus total costs. But very likely it also generates spending in several other categories since
visiting new places or attractions often provides more spending opportunities (e.g. activities,

excursions, souvenirs, food etc.).

The number of nature-based activities was not significantly related to expenditures in this
study. The findings of Oklevik et. al (2019) and Mehmetoglu (2007) are therefore not
supported here, and more research is needed to draw a conclusion in this respect. In Oklevik
et. al (2019), activities included cultural activities, whereas the current study aimed solely to
look at nature-based activities. This can perhaps explain the different findings. Additionally,
in Norway, the “right of public access” secures free, unlimited access to the wilderness for
everyone. This right is meant to facilitate outdoor life; however, it is also an obstacle in terms
of economic efficiency, and it produces a risk of overexploitation of the nature. Consequently,
an ongoing debate in Norway is whether the right of public access should be modified so that
tourism operators can charge tourists that want to enjoy the wilderness and nature-based
activities. This could imply higher tourism expenditures and thus higher revenue for

destination managers.

Jointly, the findings on nature-based destinations and activities suggest that tourists spend
more money when they visit several nature-based destinations even if they do not engage in
activities there. Providing more spending opportunities at the sites is then likely to bring about

even more expenditures.

Lastly, in this sample no significant evidence was found that the presence of children in travel

party affects expenditures in any way. As described in the methodology chapter, only 20 % of
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the sample travelled with children, and this finding therefore needs to be taken with a pinch of
salt. But, from this study, there are no indications that travelling with children will predict

expenditure levels.

In the literature review, nationality was described as a possible determinant of tourist
expenditures. This was, however, not investigated in this thesis because the sample consisted
of respondents from countries all over the world and many countries were only represented by

one or a few respondents.

7 Limitations

There are some limitations concerning this study that should be noted and kept in mind when

interpreting the results. These will be discussed in this chapter.

Firstly, the accuracy of the reported expenditures is uncertain. When filling out the
questionnaire, respondents had to estimate their expenditures without the time to think and
calculate how much they had actually spent. Many of the respondents also had to estimate
how much they would spend for the rest of the trip, if they responded to the questionnaire in
the beginning of their stay in Norway. For this reason, the reported expenditures might not
give a perfect picture of the real expenditure levels of the tourists. Nonetheless, it is a good

approximation.

Secondly, a challenge with this study arise from the fact that two different fields are merged —
namely the measures of satisfaction, which are of a psychological nature, and the dependent

variables, which are economic in nature. In other words, the study attempts to examine the
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link between a psychological factor and an economic factor. As explained in the discussion,

satisfaction is a complex construct which might require more in-depth qualitative analysis.

Thirdly, as described in the analysis chapter, some of the variables were not normally
distributed after the natural log transformation and removing outliers. A negatively skewed
distribution is very common for customer satisfaction scales, due to the fact that people often
agree around the same scores (Peterson and Wilson, 1992). Hence, one of the assumptions for
running regression analysis is violated, and this needs to be taken into consideration when
interpreting the results. The beta coefficients and/or the significance levels may be wrong and
misleading. Absence of endogeneity is another assumption of regression analysis that may

have been violated, as endogeneity may exist in the regression on satisfaction.

Part of the reason for the inconclusive results regarding satisfaction in this thesis may be a
weak validation from previous research. In hindsight, the ideal approach would be to design
my own measurements for some of the variables, paying more attention to validation of the

instruments in order to collect more appropriate data to my specific research questions.

8 Conclusions and reflections

The initial idea to this master thesis arose from a personal interest in understanding more
about the economics behind tourism in Norway. After doing research about tourism in
Norway, | perceived tourist expenditures to be an interesting field of study that would give
valuable knowledge. However, due to tourism seasonality it would be challenging to get a
satisfactory number of respondents to a questionnaire. Further, the restriction of time for this
thesis process did not allow me to conduct a full-scale research design tailored to my research

interests. Therefore, | made the choice to use an existing data set from a questionnaire
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conducted in 2014. This data set was not perfect for my needs, but was it was the best
available option for me to learn about the questions | wanted to answer. In other words, this
topic would not have been possible to analyse without access to this data. It allowed me to do
extensive analysis of tourist expenditures among tourists in Fjord Norway, even out of season.
At the same time, working with this data set was also a big challenge for me, because
analysing someone else’s data requires a great effort as you do not know all the variables etc.
Furthermore, it was a very comprehensive data set, which required more skills in SPSS than
what | possessed from my master program courses. Therefore, this process has been very

educational for me.

One major contribution of this thesis is the validation of the findings from the study from
2010. As explained in the analysis section, this study verifies the finding on seven of nine
investigated variables. When research gives the same results repeatedly, it is an indication that
the findings are likely to be true and reflect the real world. Additionally, this thesis offers new
insight in the field on tourism expenditures, especially in the specific context of Fjord
Norway. A statistically significant relationship was identified between satisfaction with Fjord
Norway and per-day expenditures. In contrast to most previous research, this relationship was
negative, indicating that more satisfied tourists have lower daily expenditures. Moreover,
satisfaction with culture and people in Norway was significant predictors of daily and
personal expenditures. Despite this, no significant effects were found for total tourist
expenditures or for any of the other satisfaction measures included in the study. Hence,
though the study reveals that some relationship exists between satisfaction and expenditure —
and hypothesis one is accepted - the results are inconclusive, and more research is needed on

this topic.
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Concerning the number of nature-based destinations and activities visited, the study showed
that visiting a higher number of nature-based destinations significantly predicts higher
expenditures - also on a per day basis. Hypothesis 2 can therefore be accepted. Nature-based
activities and presence of children in travel party, on the other hand, did not turn out as
significant predictors of any type of tourist expenditures. Hypotheses 3 and 4 are therefore

rejected.

In summary, with the results of this study we can accept hypothesis 1 and 2 and reject

hypotheses 3 and 4.
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10 Appendices

10.1 The survey

VISITING FJORD-NORWAY: U
WHAT DO YOU THINK? University of

Stavanger

By being one of only a few people asked to participate in this survey you have a chance to win a
money prize for future travel anywhere in the world! We will draw one winner of a 1000 Euro
travelers’ check and two winners of 500 Euro travelers’ checks. After completing this questionnaire,
which takes about 10-15 minutes, simply leave a contact email address and international phone number
on the last page. If you are unable to fill out the questionnaire now, a pre-paid envelope will be provided
so that you can put the completed questionnaire in @ mailbox at your convenience (but prior to leaving
the country).

This survey is part of a study of international travelers’ experiences in Norway conducted by the
University of Stavanger, Norway. The survey is for research purposes and the results can help the
Norwegian tourism sectors to improve amenities and services provided to international visitors. Your
-esponses will be treated strictly confidential, and the information you provide us will NOT be utilized
; for commercial purposes or solicitations in any manner.

PART 1: BASIC QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR CURRENT VISIT TO NORWAY

1. What is your country of resident? (Please spell out name of country.) U s A

2. What is the main purpose of your visit to Norway? (Check one box below.)

[] visit Friends/family ﬁ/ Vacation/leisure travel [] Business/work [] Other purpose

3. How often do you travel to Norway? (Check one box below.)

lﬁEirst—time visitor [] Second-time visitor [] Multiple times (irregularly) [] Multiple times (regularly)

4. What was your main mode of transportation entering into Norway? (Check one box below.)
[ClAirplane [JBus [ Vehicle/ferry [ Vehicle/land  []Train ﬁCruise—ship [] Other mode

5. Which modes of transportation are you using while traveling within Norway? (Check all those that apply.)

[Cairplane gBus Iﬁ Train [Clown car dRented car [_]Car with camping trailer/caravan or RV
] Motorcycle/moped [ Bicycle [[JOther mode [INot traveling within Norway

6. How many, and whom, are travelling with you on this trip to Norway? (Please indicate the number of
individuals in your travel group, including yourself, and check those categories that apply.)

Number of individuals including myself E!:

Kl spouse/domestic partner [C]children (0-6 years) [CIchildren (7-12) [ Teenagers
IZj Adult children/other family ] Friends/colleagues
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7. So far on this trip, how many days have you been in Norway? f O days

8. In total, how many days will you stay in Norway on this trip? i ! days

9. In the boxes next to the below map, please indicate how many days you will have spent in various parts of
Norway during this visit. (Include days spent so far and days planned for the rest of the visit.)

I Nord-Norge (k. Svalbard)
| days

- Mdt-Norge (Trendelag)
days

BN Fiord Norge
g

i Dst-Norge Fjord-Norway
days

g | t
T

South-Norway

10. What is your main mode of accommodation

AHotels [ Motels/inns [ Cabins

11. Are you visiting any other countries as part

& ]

Middle-Norway (Trgndelag)

East-Norway

during this visit to Norway? (Check more than one if necessary.)

[[JCampgrounds [CIFriends/family Other i
CV"‘(‘ (€2 <t“T

of this trip to Norway? (please indicate yes or no. If yes, list the

names of the other countries which are part of this trip)

[INo E{Yes => Names of countries: 1"}9/([‘/‘-#(,

12. On a satisfaction scale from 0 to 10, where 0 indicates highly unsatisfied, 10 indicates highly satisfied, and 5
indicates neutral, how would you rate your overall experience with Norway so far on this trip? (If possible,
please provide a rating for Norway and a separate rating the Fjord-Norway part of your trip.)

Overall satisfaction with Norway:

Overall satisfaction with Fiord-Norway:

do[d12]3 [j4[]5[]6[]7[]8|39ﬁ10
Oo[d12[73 D4D5D6D7D8D9@10

6: Eiord-Norway is defined as the south-western region of Norway (see above map) spanning four counties
J : (Rogaland, Hordaland, Sogn & Fjordane, and Mgre & Romsdal) and includes cities/towns such as Stavanger,

1 Haugesund, Bergen, Alesund, and Molde, an
:_Geirangen‘jord.

d fjords such as Lysefjord, Hardangerfjord, Sognefjord, and




PART 2: ABOUT YOUR ACTIVITIES, DESTINATIONS, AND ATTRACTIONS IN FIORD-NORWAY

1. In the following table, please check off those activities you plan to participate in or have already

participated in while in Fiord-Norway.
rating score (between 0 and 10) for it, where 0 indicates

experience and 5 indicates neutral (neither a bad nor a good experience).

In cases where you have already participated in an activity, circle a
a very bad experience and 10 indicates a very good

Activity Description palj-ltai:i;:te - rtl-il:i::te d 29 Your rating Score (0-10) ad
Nature Experiences (overall) [l 0> [o]1]2]3]|4]5]|6]|7[8]9]10
Nature walks Jd] > [o]1|2[3]4|5/6|7[8]9]10
Bird watching/wildlife viewing i 1> |oj1}2[3[4]|5([6]7]|8|9|10
Wilderness safari ] 1> {(o0]1{2({3]4(5|6]7}8]9,10
Horseback riding ] [J> [o]1]2]3]|4[5]|6/]7}8)9]10
Fjord cruises O K> |o|1[2|3|4|5/6]l7[8]09 Ao
Outdoor Recreation (overall) [l > [0]1]2]3]4 s|6|7|8|9]|10
Hunting O N> 8112|345 6/7}|&|9}18
Fishing ] 0> |ojal2|3|4[5]|6]7}8]9 )10

rekking/hiking O > [a|1[2)3[4]5]6]7|8]9

Canoeing/kayaking O 1> (el1|2][3}4i5]6]|78]9 [0
Cycling ] > leja{2]3[4a[s5}6]7}8]9 |10
Sailing/kiting/surfing w 1> |ol1l2]3[8|5|6]7[8]% |1
Golfing 1 1> ola1l2]3[4)|5]|6]17]|8]9 )10
Adventures {overall) ] > [ofJ1[2]3|4f5]|6]|7(8]9]10
Rafting =] 0> |oJ1]2[3|4|5|6]|7,8[9]10
Diving ] 1> 6112|3415 ]6[7][8]9 [10
Climbing ] 1> (0]3l2|3[a|5]|6[72}&]|9]|10
Mountain biking ] 1> |oj1[2]3[4({5/6]|7[8]9 |10
4 wheel/ATV ] - ol1l2134)l5|6]|7]|8]9 |10
Scenic flight/helicopter rides [l 0> |oj1[2]|3|4(5[|6]|7|8]9]10
Cultural Experiences (overall) [l 0> |(o]l1]2]3/4|5|6]|7|8|9]10
City walks/town strolls Ol %—) ol112|3|als]e6[7]|8]9]10
Farm visits [ S Talvt2]3la|s|6|7 849 )10
Museum/heritage visits O K> |ol1[2[3[a[5/6]|7]|8 (9} 10
Theaters/plays (indoor & outdoor) O 1> fali1[2i3/4|s5[6}7|8& 9|10
Jrban Experiences (overall) [l ]> |[o]1|2[3]4]5|6|7[8]9]|10
Shopping/entertainment O K> |of1]2][3]4]|5]|6 (7) 8|9 |10
Festival/special event visits [l > [o]1]2[3|4[5|6]|7[8]9]10
Family/amusement parks H > |ol1f2]|3]|4[5}6]|7|8]9]10

5K
2. Are there any other activities you plan to or have p?rticipated in while in Fjord-Norway that you would like
to mention to us? (Please provide a brief description and your rating below.)

Activity 1

Activity 2

Activity 3

Activity 4

Activity 5

Rating score (0-10)
Rating score (0-10)
Rating score (0-10)

Rating score (0-10)
Rating score (0-10)
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3. Now we are interested in specific destinations or attractions that you plant to visit or have already visi
while in Fjord-Norway. In the following table, please check those that apply and rate tho
destinations/attractions already visited from 0-10. [0 = very bad experience, 10 = very good experience, 5 =
neutral (neither a bad nor a good experience)]

59

Destination/Attraction P';:i:o v:ls?:: p 1) Your rating Score (0-10) )
Rogaland County ] (1> |of1|2|3]|a|5]6]7]8]9]10
Stavanger (downtown, harbor) O - joj1]2]3[a]5]6]7]8]9]|@D
Pulpit Rock/Mount Kjerag ] <+ |011121314]5|.6]7|8&]9 |de
Ryfylke-Lysefjord ] [T-> 012123 ]|4]5]6|7]8]9 |16
Jeaeren beaches | [I=> |of1]2]|3]|a]|s5|[6]7]8]9]10
Haugesund area O > [of1[2]3]a]s|6|F )89 10
Sirdal/Byrkjedal area [l [1> |o|1|2|3]|a]s5]|6]|7]|8[9]10
Hordaland County ] Ll {elarl2l3la]s|e]7] &lsld0
Bergen (downtown, harbor) 1 % 2> |oj1/2]3]4]s5t6] 7.8l
Flgyen — Mount Ulriken (Bergen) I 2 el LiZr3F&lS el 71819 Li0
Troldhaugen (Edvard Grieg’s Home) ] 1> Q223456171819 30
Hardanger area/fjord | (0> [ofj1]2]3]|a|5|6]|7]|8]910
Agatunet (middle age farm cluster) [ > @l1]l2]3|4]15 (67|89 |16
Rosendal [T > [alal2i3jals]|e]7[8]9lie
Folgefonna Glacier ] > Ql212}13)14]15] 64789 |10
Voss ] (1> |oJ1|2(3|a]s]|e6]7|8[9]10
Norway in a Nutshell Tour J2] (0> |o]1]|2]3[a|s5]|6]7]8]9]10
Sogn & Fjordane County il 0> [o]l1]l2]3]a]s|6]7]8]910
Sognefjord/Nzergyfjord [i5] > 0l1)2]3r4]l5]6|[7]8]48 |10
Jostedalsbreen [l (1> |o]1|2[3|a]|5]6]7]|8]9]10
Nordfjord-FIam i 0> [olal2]3]a]s|6]7]8|9 10
Sunnfjord-Fosseheimen [ > felil2z]3f4a]s]e]7]alalas
Stryn ] - 0112|3456 7]|:8 9 10
Urnes Stave Church il (1> |ol1]2]3]a]s|6]7][8]9]10
Mgre & Romsdal County ] 0> jolafala|4]s]|e] 7|89 ][t
Geirangerfjord 1 I jolal2ls]&]ls]se]z]8]o9 10
Town of Alesund ] 0> [o]1f{2]|3[a|5|6]7][8]9]10
Trollveggen | (0> [o]a1]2|3]a|ls5]6]7]8]9]10
Atlantic Road | > gl1i213)14)5 w6l 7 |~ 9 10
Town of Molde ] 0> Ol112|3[4]56]l7 %l 9l

4. Are there any other destinations/attractions you plan to or have visited while in Fjord-Norway that you
would like to mention to us? (Please provide a brief description and your rating below.)

Other 1 Oglo

Other 2 Towes ey,

Other 3 (ruui e M

Other 4 5&/\—«1 \/].IW

Other 5

Rating score (0-10)_ /O
Rating score (0-10) /¢
Rating score (0-10)__ {0
Rating score (0-10) / o

Rating score (0-10)



2 .
y PART 3: ABOUT THE COSTS OF YOUR VISIT IN NORWAY

J

in this part of the survey, we would like to learn about different costs you have incurred so far, and expect to
incur in total, during this visit to Norway. We are NOT interested in pre-paid costs, such as those paid at or soon
after the time of your booking (e.g., pre-paid accommodation, plane tickets, etc.).

1. How would you characterize your trip to Norway in terms of the costs? (Check one box below.)
[CJpre-paid (all-inclusive) package trip [_] Mostly pre-paid gf’artly pre-paid [Jpay as I/we go trip

2. In the below table, please estimate approximately how much your travel group (or just you if travelling
alone) has used, and expects to use, for the following purposes on this trip to Norway (NOT including pre-
paid costs). You may provide your estimates in Norwegian Kroner or foreign currency. Please make sure to
first indicate which foreign currency is used for amounts not reported in Norwegian Kroner. (Write zero
where there are no costs.) 3

Foreign currency: [ ]Euro ﬁ US Dollar [] British Pound [ | Other (please indicate): S U

Costs incurred so far for the following purposes: Foreign Norwegian Kroner Estimated total for
currency (NOK) entire visit

AccOMMOAAtION vcsvsussssisassssssssrssauassssos K

\ .
Eating out (food and beverages) ..........ccoeueereruesennncunnnnas 4 ‘, oW
Food, beverages and other groceries..........ccecevuerncccniines -
Other purchases (gifts, souvenirs, clothing, etc.) LS
Transport (fuel, parking, tolls, ferries, etc.)......... { " A
Activities (museum visits, boat rental, excursions, etc.) u L‘ g

Other (postage, phone calls, health/medical etc.)...

3. Please estimate total expenses for your travel group, for this visit to Norway (NOT including pre-paid

expenses). o S
g0 )
Total costs so far: Foreign Currency \_«l v or Norwegian Kroner,
| s éc .
Estimated total costs for visit: Foreign Currency 5 v or Norwegian Kroner
4. How many persons do these costs cover? Number of Adults 5# Number of children

5. As regards to accommodation in Norway (e.g. hotel, cabin, etc.), was any of it paid for before the trip
began? (Please indicate no or yes. If yes, please indicate the amount that was paid in advance).
4 ‘ (‘Wu, Cawiit, uérj
[INo Yes = Foreign Currency [v vy or  Norwegian Kroner

6. To the best of your ability, how much of your travel group’s total costs for the visit to Norway (NOT
including pre-paid expenses) would you say have been/will be incurred in Fjord-Norway? (Please check one
box below).

O None[J 1/10 []2/10 [2{3/10 [J4/10 [JHalf [J6/10 []7/10[] 8/10 [] 9/10 []All

«
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PART 4: YOUR POTENTIAL FUTURE VISITS TO NORWAY

61

1. How likely are you to visit Norway again in the near future (within the next 1-3 years)? (Check one box

below.)

[] very unlikely ‘ﬁ Somewhat unlikely []Neutral/can’t say [ |Somewhat likely —[]Very likely

2. How likely is it that you would visit Fjord-Norway on a future trip to Norway? (Check one box below.)

[] very unlikely l;%Somewhat unlikely []Neutral/can’t say [ |Somewhat likely []Very likely

3. If you had not traveled to Norway on this trip, which destination/country would you instead have visited
{or spent more time at)? (Please check the most likely alternative destination below.)

IjOur/my home country

[C] North continental Europe [Jsouth Continental Europe
[ asia [JNorth-America

[ Africa [JAustralia

[C]Other Scandinavian/Nordic Country

[]Great Britain

[Cleastern Europe

[[Isouth-/Latin America

[CJother

4. Below is a list of eight factors that might be important to people in the choice of travel destinations in
general. Please indicate the extent to which these are important to you personally in your travel choices
on a scale from -5 to 5. [-5 = highly unimportant, 5 = highly important, 0 = neutral, neither unimportant nor

important] (Please circle one score for each factor.)

Descriptions

Your Importance Score
(-5 = highly unimportant, 5 = highly important, 0 = neither
unimportant nor important)

1. Natural Environments (pristine, solitary, quiet,

level of amenities at sites, etc.) il SR R R @ 415
2. Culture (ethnicity, history, architecture and alalalasla @ 1 ) 3 4 5
modern art, etc.)

3. Sf):lety (pol‘mcal system, business gl alalata 0 1 @ 3 4 5
environment, infrastructure, etc.)

4. People (degree of openness, friendliness, glalslslalslsla @ NP
willingness to interact, etc.)

5. Hospitality (level/quality of services provided N

by the tourism staff at destination.) W= 4 A o et > =~ @/ i .
6. Urbanization (availability of dining, @

entertaining, shopping, & other urban amenities) 2 “ “ . ot b “ » = .
7. Access (the time, costs, & effort in takes to get O )
to the destination from country of resident) 4 " . 2 L Le 1 % 3 “ .
8. Economic (the costs of goods and services at slalalalaglelalalala @

destination)




P

Now considering the same factors as above, how would you rate these factors for Norway on a scale from 0
to 10? [0 = very bad, 10 = very good, 5 = neutral, neither bad nor good] (Please circle one score for each
factor.)

Descriptions - Your Rating Score D
1. Natural Environments ol 1]2]3]a]s5]6]7]8].29]lf10)
2. Culture o 1] 2|3 |a|s5]|6]7][8][9))T0
3. Society o 1234|586 7|88 10
4. People o1 2|3 l4]5 %6 |78 |} 10
5. Hospitality ol 1l2 214|516 7[8]8 i@d
6. Urbanization gl 1l2 3415 |6 7|80
7. Access 0 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
8. Economic 6 2|23 4l5]l6]7]# @ 10

PART 5: SOME BASIC QUESTIONS ABOUT YOURSELF

Lastly, we would like to get some basic information about you and your household. This information is treated in
5 strictly confidential manner and is for summary purposes oniy, to make sure that the participants in this survey
are representative of all international visitors coming to Norway.

1. What is your gender? g(Male ] Female . o

2. What is your age? |am S fi ye?rs o
3. What is the highestiignabobedusajign.you have completed? (Please check one box below.)

[]Primary school []Secondary school [ ]High school [“]Bachelor Degree IX/Master Degree [|PhD

4. How would you describe your household’s gross annual income compared to other households in your
country? (Please check one box below.)
[[] Significantly lower than the average household in my country
[ slightly lower than the average
[] About average
[] Slightly higher than the average
gﬁgnificantly higher than the average household in my country

5. What best describes your current work situation? (Please check one box below.)

¢ Full-time work [ ] Part-time work []Currently looking for work []Student [T] Retired [] Other

6. About how many weeks and/or days of vacation do you (your household) take in a typical year?

Vacation per year: weeks and/or days

7. About how weeks and/or days are spent vacationing outside your country of resident in a typical year?

Vacation outside country each year: i 2 weeks and/or days
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10.2 Reliability analysis of satisfaction scale

Case Processing Summary

M %
Cases  Walid 474 33,49
Excluded?® g1 16,1
Total 566 100,0

a. Listwise deletion hased on all
variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha Based
an
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha [terms M oof tems
834 851 3
Item Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation

FACTIMN MATURAL 9,18 1,409 4745
EMYIROMMERNTS I
MORWAY
FACTZMN CULTURE IM 7,22 1,882 4745
MORWAY
FACT3MN SOCIETY M 7,61 1,937 475
MORWAY
FACT4M FECQFLE IMN 7,93 1,851 4745
MORWAY
FACTSM HOSPITALITY M 7,80 1,874 4745
MORWAY
FACTEMN URBAMIZATION f,85 2,085 4745
I HORWAY
FACTTM ACCESS IN f,88 2,284 4745
MORWAY
FACTEMN ECOMOMIC 1M 57 a7 4745

MNORWWAY
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Inter-ltem Correlation Matrix

64

FACTIN

MATURAL FACTEM

ENVIROMME FACTZN FACTIN FACT4N FACTEN URBANIZATI FACTTN FACTEM

NTS 1M CULTUREIN  SOCIETYIM PEOPLEIN  HOSPITALITY O M ACCESS IN ECONOMIC

MORWAY MORWAY MORWAY MORWAY I MORWAY MORWAY NORWAY IN MORWAY
FACT1M NATURAL 1,000 452 449 409 364 279 182 015
ENVIRONMENTS IN
NORWAY
FACT2M CULTURE IN 452 1,000 632 512 482 409 304 280
MORWAY
FACT3N SOCIETY IN 4409 632 1,000 646 5a4 523 320 249
MORWAY
FACT4N PEOPLE IN 409 512 46 1,000 VLD 474 a1 277
MORWAY
FACTSN HOSPITALITY IN 364 482 584 L 1,000 506 an 332
MORWAY
FACTEN URBAMIZATION 279 489 523 474 5086 1,000 570 425
I MORWAY
FACTTMACCESS IM 182 04 ,320 an an 570 1,000 474
MORWAY
FACTEN ECONOMIC IN 015 280 249 217 332 425 AT4 1,000
NORWAY

Item-Total Statistics
Scale Corrected Squared Cronbach's
Scale Mean if “ariance if [tem-Total Multiple Alpha if ltem
[tem Deleted [termn Deleted Correlation Correlation Deleted

FACT1M MATURAL 49 &7 118,817 380 292 833
EMVIROMMEMTS 11
MORVWAY
FACTZM CULTURE IM 51,53 103,754 623 483 807
MORVWAY
FACTIMN SOCIETY IM 5113 102,864 G649 570 80
MORVWAY
FACT4M FPEQFLE IM a0,82 103,917 BT G670 80
MORVWAY
FACTSM HOSPITALITY IM 50,85 103,620 B7A G456 80
MORVWAY
FACTEMN URBAMIZATION 51,80 99 77y Nt A12 7a7
1M RO RWAY
FACTVMACCESS IM 51,87 103,155 524 397 820
MORVWAY
FACTEMN ECOMOMIC IM 53,58 897,180 423 308 852

MORWAY




10.3: Correlation between DAY and total expenditures

Correlations
Days_In CostsMOKF

Days_In Fearson Caorrelation 1 022
Sig. (2-tailed) 681
I 553 362
CostsMOKF  Pearson Correlation 022 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 681
I 362 368

10.4: Regression model 1: Demographic, socio-economic and trip-related variables

10.4.1 Per person

Model Summary
Adjusted B Std. Error of

Maodel F F Square Square the Estimate
1 477 228 214 1174918
2 ,544b 296 268 1,13845

a. Predictors: (Constant), EDU LEVEL OF EDUCATION,
C_GrouphM_In Mo outliers, log transformation of GroupM,
AGE AGE, Female GEMDER, C_DAYST_In Mo outliers |
IMC_In Log of IMC

b. Predictors: (Constant), EDU LEVEL OF EDUCATION,
C_Grouph_In Mo outliers, log transformation of Grouph,
AGE AGE, Female GEMDER, C_DAYST_In Mo outliers |
IMC_In Log of INC, BusinessWoaork?, Friendsfamily1,
HotelAndMatel, Wehichle1 Land, ferry and bus |
Otherpurpose?, CabinAndCamping1, AccoFriendsi
Friends accomodation, Airplane?



Coefficients®

Standardized
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Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

Maodel 5] Std. Error Eeta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 6,138 354 17,346 ,aoo
C_DAYST_In Mo outliers 720 ,080 423 5017 ,aoo
C_Groupk_In Mo -328 140 -109 -2.347 019
outliers, log
transformation of Grouphl
IMC_In Log of INC 402 184 06 2183 030
Female GEMDER -033 124 -0z -, 263 a2
AGE AGE ,ao7 ,a0s 070 1,456 148
EDL LEVEL OF JE0 051 056 1173 241
EDUCATION

2 (Constant) §,382 ,356 17,93 ,aoo
C_DAYST_In Mo outliers 739 086 434 8,592 ,0oo
C_Grouph_In Mo -,281 137 -093 -2,052 041
outliers, log
transformation of Grouphl
IMC_In Log of INC 228 183 060 1,246 214
Female GEMDER -028 120 -,011 -, 236 814
AGE AGE 006 005 LT 1,216 225
EDLU LEVEL OF 035 053 033 GGG 506
EDLICATION
Airplane 091 234 025 388 698
Wehichle1 Land, ferry and -,264 749 -.09g9 -1,473 142
bus
Friendsfamily1 - 133 306 -024 -,434 665
BusinessWaork1 -, 355 351 -,051 -1,124 262
Otherpurposet 2449 344 038 723 470
HotelAndMotel .54 81 234 4472 ,aoo
CahinAndCamping1 078 76 028 445 G54
AccoFriends1 Friends -313 264 -,071 -1,184 237

accomodation

a. Dependent Variahle: CostsPerPerson_In



10.4.2: Group expenditures per day

Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of
Madel R R Square Square the Estimate
1 30 152 36 1,06815
2 ,502" 252 218 101627

a. Predictors: (Constant), EDU LEVEL OF EDUCATION,

[

C_GroupM_In Mo outliers, log transformation of Grouph,
AGE AGE, Female GENDER, C_DAYST_In Mo outliers |

IMC_In Log of INC

. Predictors: (Constant), EDU LEVEL OF EDUCATION,

C_GroupM_In Mo outliers, log transformation of Grouph,
AGE AGE, Female GENDER, C_DAYST_In Mo outliers |

IMC_In Log of INC, BusinessWaork1, Friendsfamily1,

HotelAndMotel, Vehichle1 Land, ferry and bus ,

Otherpurposet, CabinAndCampingl, AccoFriends1

Friends accomodation, Airplanet

Coefficients®

Standardized

Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

Madel =] Stel. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 5,821 345 16,873 ,000
C_DAYST_In Mo outliers -310 078 .21 -3,988 ooo
C_Grouph_In No 463 137 ATT 3,394 001
outliers, log
transformation of Grouphl
INC_In Log of INC ,290 180 089 1,617 107
Female GENDER - 146 120 064 -1,214 225
AGE AGE 015 005 180 3,3 001
EDLU LEVEL OF A3 050 A4 2,633 009
EDUCATION

2 (Constant) 6,053 342 17,704 ,000
C_DAYST_In Mo outliers -,299 083 -,204 -3,624 000
C_Grouph_In No 535 132 205 4068 000
outliers, log
transformation of Grouphl
INC_In Log of INC 105 ATE 03z 588 550
Female GENDER 1562 116 066 -1,318 189
AGE AGE 014 004 170 3,225 001
EDU LEVEL OF 02 051 10 2,019 044
EDUCATION
Airplane1 262 225 082 1,163 246
Wehichle1l Land, ferry and -103 172 - 045 -,689 549
bus
Friendsfamily? - 487 294 -103 1,654 089
BusinessWork1 - 866 337 -129 -2,568 011
Otherpurposet 046 331 ,oos 140 888
HotelAndMotel T77 183 246 4,234 000
CabinAndCamping 001 169 001 009 993
AccoFriends1 Friends -202 254 - 053 -, 794 428

accomodation

a. Dependent Variahle: CostsPerDay_In
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10.4.3: Expenditures per person per day

Model Summary

Adjusted R Stl. Error of
Maodel R R Square Square the Estimate
1 337® 114 a7 1,10300
2 ,462" 213 ATT 1,053M

a. Predictors: (Constant), EDU LEVEL OF EDUCATIORN,

C_GroupM_In Mo outliers, log transformation of GroupM,
AGE AGE, Female GENDER, C_DAYST_In Mo outliers |

INC_In Log of INC

=

. Predictors: (Constant), EDIJ LEVEL OF EDUCATION,
C_Grouph_In Mo outliers, log transformation of Group,
AGE AGE, Female GENDER, C_DAYST_In Mo outliers

INC_In Log of INC, BusinessWork1, Friendsfamily1,

HotelAndMaotel, Wehichle1 Land, ferry and bus ,

Otherpurposed, CabinAndCamping, AccoFriends1

Friends accomodation, Airplane?

Coefficients”

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

Madel B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 {(Constant) 5,809 358 16,203 000
C_DAYST_In Mo outliers -3 081 -,223 -4,005 ,0oo
C_GroupM_In Mo -318 142 =120 -2,239 026
outliers, log
transformation of Grouph
INC_In Log of INC 1382 187 115 2,046 042
Female GENDER -,080 125 -034 - 637 524
AGE AGE 010 005 12 2,006 046
EDU LEVEL OF 144 062 163 2,783 006
EDUCATION

2 (Constant) 6,041 387 16,944 000
C_DAYST_In Mo outliers -,288 086 -194 -3,344 001
C_Grouph_In Mo -, 262 137 -095 -1,835 067
outliers, log
transformation of Grouphl
INC_In Log of ING 178 183 054 977 329
Fermale GENDER -,081 120 -035 - 675 500
AGE AGE 008 005 096 1,765 078
EDU LEVEL OF 129 053 138 2,454 015
EDUCATION
Airplane 187 1235 058 794 428
Wehichlel Land, ferry and - 2588 Jao =110 -1,435 152
bus
Friendsfamily1 -,252 307 -,053 -823 A1
BusinessWaork1 -,901 352 -133 -2,562 o1
Otherpurposel A70 3458 030 483 622
HotelandMotel 795 191 1250 4157 000
CahinAndCamping1 -,049 A76 -018 -275 783
AccoFriends1 Friends -204 266 -0583 - 773 440

accomodation

a. Dependent Variable: CostsPersonDay_In
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lated with expenditures

The eight satisfaction measures corre

10.5

‘(palel-g) 12A2) 50°0 aUlle eI uBIS S UDRE|au0D

(paNel-T) 18n8] L0°0 AUHIE JUEIWUBIS SIUOEIELO0D

oze ozg 5z oze TIE 01g FIG 91g 60E vIE 0ze N
000° oo’ 000’ 15¢' 51 590’ 1o’ 185' 668’ o (paler-z) Big
L 806’ 1B EL zs0'- 180 oL £rl- LE0' 100° 880 UONEIEN0D UoSIEad U kEQUOSIadSISOD
oce 0eg sz B 9ig vig 0ze oce £lg giE vie N
ooo’ ooo’ ooo’ z89' Bl L 690° €8l 62 o (palierz) Bis
806’ | Lo LB £z0- z80- 0.0 o1~ 910 510 160’ uope|a10g uasiead [ ElEREELE)
szt szg 8 aze 198 5ot 0.€ cig zot g9 aig N
000’ 000° o00° £z chl Bse’ s 0ze’ 96¢’ (=3 (palier-g) Big
LB L | R BhL- 140 g0’ 120" i vr0’ 1p0’ Uope|aN0D uosiead uTuosIEdIadsIS00)
9ze oee 8ze £ee GlE e £ze £ze ale 1ZE 128 N
000’ 000° oo’ £00’ 930° 648’ Ly zor' s50° (paler-z) Big
N LB 6 L Lol- 960'- 500" 1o’ 1vo’ 901’ uone|aN0g UosiEad UTAMONSISOD
Zie 9lg 198 61E €05 16+ B6r 005 68% bEF z0s N
15¢' 89’ oo’ £oo’ 000° 000’ 000’ 000° oo’ g5l (pelErz) Bis
A¥MEON
50 £z0- BlL- AaL- L 5L ALE Bt AT Bt 10’ UDHe(aoD UBSIEad | SINONODS NELDYS
ale oze 1€ £ze 867 a6t 106 £0s 06t 96k 705 N
ecy’ 8ig’ 600" 100’ 000’ 000° 000’ ooo’ 000° ooo’ ooo’ (palierz) Bis
AVAMEON
5v0'- 6b0'- LGEV- L RO ! .a9g’ Lo LBOE’ LSl 56T e Uope|a100 uosiead NI 85300V N2LOYS
0ie ig gae 1ig 167 86b z0s asp 00s 68t a6k 108 N
251 6L vl 980’ 0o00° 000’ 000' 000’ 000° oo’ 000’ (palerg) Big
A¥AMEON NI
180" z30- 100 960' s 805’ L _BEY _Eor’ 5lg B 34 UDNE[BLOD UDSIES]  OLLYZINYEMM NSLOYS
9le oze 0l £ze 86+ 105 96+ £lG 01s £6t 86k ILg N
590’ 1 gse’ 618’ 000’ 000’ 000° 000’ 000° oo’ 000’ (paler-z) Big
A¥MEON
ol a0 gvo' 600' LIE _ADE' _BEY L 8L _ABS _6BY s UDHEIEIIOD UBSIESd NI ALMYLIJSOH NSLOYS
0ig 0zg £l £ze 005 £05 005 016 815 o6+ £05 915 N
Lo 690° vl £re’ 000’ 000’ 000’ 000’ 000’ oo’ 000’ (halerz) Big
A¥MEON
- zZoL- 120 ¥00°- _Bat’ _BoE’ Eo’ sl L B 508 KL uone|aNod uasiead NI 31403d NPLOYS
60E clg zoe alg 687 06t 68t £ar 96t a6t £hr 160 N
185° caL oze T3 000° 000’ 000° 000° 000’ oo’ o00° (palier-g) Big
A¥MEON
1EO'- 910 zi- 1p0’ v GHE 5IS L85 v’ ! K ary’ Uope|aN00 uosiead NI ALZID0S NELOYS
viE alg g9e \ze vt a6t a6t a6t £0s cet 508 £0s N
669’ 6L 96g’ zor’ 0o00° 000’ 000° 000' 000’ 000° 000’ (palerg) Big
A¥MEON
100° si0° vro’ 1p0’ 6oz’ _GBT B BBt 005 oze’ 1 _Ber’ uone|aNod uosiead NI HMLIND NZLOYS
(143 vzE 9l 128 z05 105 105 11G 915 16+ £0s 525 N
s ol ey’ 550" 551 ooo' 000’ oo’ ooo' 000’ oo’ (palier-z) Bis AYMHON
NI SLNINNOHEIANS
880 160’ Lro’ a0’ Fi0 ol LELT 5iE is orb’ _BEY L UONEAN0D USIEsd ALY N LDV
urheq ui"uos u AYAEON NI AVAMEON AYMEON AYMEON NI AYMHEON AYMHEON AVAREON AYAMHEON
U0SIadsISon | ABQUEASISOD  Jadiadsison  [AWONSISOD  OINONGO3  MISS3DOY NI NO AMYUASOH  NIF1d03d  NIAEID0S  NI3EnLInD NI SN
NBLOYS N2LDYS ILYZINYEHN NELDYS NFLOYS MELDYS NZLOYS INNOEIANS
NELOVS ALY
NLLDYS
suope|alon



10.6: Regression model 2: Control variables, satisfaction, destination, activity and
children (only block four is shown).

10.6.1 Depend variable: total expenditures

Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of
Maodel R R Square Square the Estimate
1 5214 271 25T 1,08671
2 ,EEBh 311 274 107412
3 A73° 328 288 106421
4 ,5?‘4d 328 286 106544
Coefficients”

Stancdardized

Unstandardized Coefficients Coeflicients

Model B Std. Error Beta 1 Sig.

4 (Constant) 7,407 82a 3,934 000
C_DAYST_In No outliers 605 083 375 7,320 000
C_Grouph_In Mo 528 1585 184 3T 0o
outliers, log
transformation of Grouph
INC_In Log of INC 373 184 104 2,025 044
Female GENDER -138 123 -0585 -1,129 260
AGE AGE 014 005 155 2928 004
EDU LEVEL OF 045 054 044 829 408
EDUCATION
Satn_In Satisfaction 562 JB0A 085 924 354
MNaorway LM
SatFr_In -2,418 1,340 - 161 -1,804 072
FACT1N NATURAL 016 054 017 280 72
EMNVIROMMENTS IN
NORWAY
FACTZN CULTURE IN 078 043 122 1,831 068
NORWAY
FACT3N SCCIETY IN 020 049 030 413 G680
NORWAY
FACT4N PEOPLE IN - 038 058 -.055 -G53 515
NORWAY
FACTSN HOSPITALITY IN o003 055 005 058 854
NORWAY
FACTEN URBAMIZATION -.036 041 -,060 -.878 381
IN MORWAY
FACTTN ACCESS IN - 048 035 -,083 -1,323 187
NORWAY
FACTEN ECOMOMIC 1N -.024 024 -,058 -983 322
NORWAY
MatureBasedDest 075 027 147 2,747 006
MNatureActivity -023 ,020 -,059 -1,104 271
Mature+Qutdoor+Adventu
re
Children -,096 73 -031 554 580

a. DependentWariable: CostsMOKY_In



10.6.2: Depend variable: Expenditures per person

Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of
Maodel R R Square Sguare the Estimate
1 ATT 228 215 117950
2 B12 262 228 116945
3 522 273 235 116431
4 525 276 236 116367
Coefficients®

Standardized

Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

Madel B Stil. Error Eeta t Sig.

4 (Constant) 8,063 846 9632 000
C_DAYST In Mo outliers 702 084 413 8,328 ooo
C_GroupM_In Mo -2 168 -, 066 -1,273 204
outliers, log
transformation of Grouph
INC_In Log of INC 435 188 115 2,13 021
Female GEMDER -,020 126 -007 - 156 876
AGE AGE 008 005 083 1,616 107
EDU LEVEL OF 043 0&a5 040 789 A4
EDUCATION
Satn_In Satisfaction -, 262 B17 - 036 -408 G684
Morway LM
SatFr_In -1,077 1,367 -,068 -,788 43
FACTIMN MATURAL -, 046 &85 -,048 -,845 3494
EMVIROMNMEMTS M
FORWAY
FACTZN CULTURE I 106 044 87 241 016
MORWAY
FACT3N SOCIETY IM -027 &0 -,0349 - 542 588
FORWAY
FACT4M PECQPLE 1M -,058 054 -,080 -878 324
MORWAY
FACTSMN HOSPITALITY I 010 0586 013 72 864
FMORWAY
FACTEN LURBAMIZATION -010 042 - 016 -,238 812
I MORWAY
FACTTM ACCESS IM -, 036 035 -, 061 -1,017 310
MORWAY
FACTEN ECOMOMIC 1M 006 025 013 226 am
MORWAY
MatureBasedDest K] 028 16 2237 026
MatureActivity -0 021 -,051 -.888 324
Mature+Qutdoor+Adventu
re
Children -,207 76 -,063 -1,174 241

a. Dependent Variahle: CostsPerPerson_In
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10.6.3: Dependent variable: Group expenditures per day

Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of
Model R R Square Square the Estimate
1 380 152 135 106847
2 A61 212 70 1,04714
3 A74 230 ez 1,03911
4 ABa 235 1845 1,03725
Coefficients®

Standardized

Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

Madel B Sta. Error Beta t Sig.

4 {Constant) 7,624 811 9,401 oon
C_DAYST_In Mo outliers -.343 0a1 -234 -4.248 Joon
C_Grouphl_In Ko 639 151 244 4,230 ,000
outliers, log
transformation of GroupM
INC_In Lag of INC 314 Jan 096 1,744 Joaz
Female GENDER - 1449 121 - 064 -1,236 217
AGE AGE o7 o0& 206 3616 Joon
EDU LEVEL OF 0a7 053 04 1,828 068
EDUCATION
Satn_In Satisfaction 516 502 086 872 384
Morway LM
SatFM_In -2,71 1,311 -198 -2,068 034
FACT1M MATURAL -.040 0&3 - 048 - TEA 445
EMVIROMMEMNTS M
MORWAY
FACTZM CULTURE IM 086 04z 147 2,054 044
MORWAY
FACT3N SOCIETY M 067 048 11 1,402 162
MORWAY
FACT4M PEQPLE 1M -130 0a7 -,206 -2,285 023
MORWAY
FACTAM HOSPITALITY 1M 018 054 Rk 368 72
MORWAY
FACTEN URBAMIZATION - 081 040 =111 -1,6508 133
1M MORWAY
FACTTH ACCESS IN 010 034 014 L2491 77
MORWAY
FACTEN ECOMNOMIC [N -007 024 - 018 -274 784
MORWAY
MatureBasedDest 06Y 027 hEY) 2,555 01
MatureActivity - 018 020 - 045 - 791 429
Mature+Qutdoor+Adventu
re
Children -.242 1649 - 084 -1,435 162

a. DependentVariable: CostsPerDay_In
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10.6.4.: Dependent variable: Expenditures per person per day

Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of
Maocel R R Square Sguare the Estimate
1 A3T 14 04a 110335
2 405 164 18 1,0859495
3 A2 AT 126 1,08483
4 430 1845 131 1,08170
Coefficients®

Standardized

Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

Madel B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

4 (Constant) 7725 851 89075 oo
C_DAYST _In Mo outliers - 355 085 -.240 -4.191 oo
C_Grouph_In Mo -133 1549 -050 - 837 404
outliers, log
transformation of Grouphl
INC_In Log of INC 410 189 124 2,168 Rikh
Female GEMNDER - 085 27 - 037 - 674 A
AGE AGE 012 o0& 140 2,357 018
EDLU LEVEL OF 113 055 A2 2049 0
EDUCATION
Satn_In Satisfaction - 145 621 -024 -234 815
Marway LM
SatFM_In -1,402 1,376 -102 -1,018 308
FACTTM MATURAL - 027 055 - 03z - 4858 618
EMVIROMNMEMNTS 1M
ORVWAY
FACTZM CULTURE IM 068 044 18 1,680 A
FORWWAY
FACT3MN SOCIETY 1N a2 &0 02 1,242 215
MORWAY
FACTAM PEDOPLE IM - 135 0G0 -212 -2 263 024
ORVWAY
FACTSN HOSPITALITY 1M 0 0a7 033 368 713
FORWWAY
FACTEN URBAMIZATION - 038 042 - 068 - 847 371
M MORWAY
FACTTH ACCESS IN 006 035 011 148 874
ORVWAY
FACTEN ECOMOMIC N - ooz 025 -005 - 074 940
FORWWAY
MatureBasedDest 060 028 128 21348 033
[ atureActivity - 024 021 - 068 -1.147 2562
Mature+Qutdoor+Adventu
re
Children -2493 ATT -102 -1,653 0498

a. Dependent Wariable: CostsPersonDay_In
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10.7 Correlation between accommodation (cruise) and length of stay

Correlations

AccoOther
Other
accomaodatoi C_DAYST _In
nicruise) Mo outliers
AccoDther! Other Fearson Correlation 1 -219
accomodatoin (cruise) i i
Sig. (2-tailed) ,ooa
[+l 551 537
C_DAYST _In Mo outliers Fearson Correlation -2 g 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,ooo
[+ 53T 547

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).



